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BRIEF SUMMARY 
The present study is systematically designed in accordance with the 
alms and objectives. The present study assumes much significance as 
related to quality of life, perfomnance on job, family and work relationships, 
and such other aspects of life. The review of the studies in Indian context 
has provided information that much emphasis have been given to social 
aspects of daily hassles. Rapid development in the field of organizational 
behaviour imply that daily hassles should be studied with respect to work 
aspects. In this regard concerted effort should be made with respect to work 
related aspects. Such efforts should open new avenues to Indian 
researchers. 
The present research seems to significantly make theoretical 
contribution. At the same time it may make empirical contribution by 
studying the relationship between the three selected variables, viz. Daily 
hassles, extra-organizational stressors, and work commitment. 
The objectives necessitated the investigator to draw: (a), an 
appropriate sample, (b), to use appropriate tools for measuring daily 
hassles, extra-organizational stressors, and work commitment, and (c), to 
select suitable statistical techniques for scoring, analyzing, and interpreting 
the data. Sample was classified into two categories: (i), non- teaching 
professionals (100 males), (ii), non-teaching professionals (100 females). 
Care was taken that the sample must include married and unmarried, 
younger and older, high and low job tenure in each group. The instruments 
used were as follows (i). The Hassles Scale- developed by Kanner et.al. 
(1981).The original scale consisted of 117 items. The pilot study was 
conducted and after item analysis only 74 Items were found significant for 
Indian sample. The three point scales and subscales ranged from severe 
(1), moderately severe (2), extremely severe (3). Social and Family Role 
Stress- extra-organizational stressors have been measured by a scale 
developed by Vadra and Akhtar (1990). This scale consisted of 25 items 
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with a 5- point rating scale. There were 9 factors were labled according to 
the factor loadings. Work Commitment Scale- developed by Imtiaz (2000). 
This scale consisted of 15 items related to work commitment and is 7 point 
scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). This scale is 
based on three dimensions given by Meyer and Allen (1991), viz. (i), 
affective commitment, which involves employees' emotional attachment, 
identification, and involvement with organization, (ii), continuance 
commitment, which refers to commitment based on cost that employees' 
associate with leaving the organization; and (iii), normative commitment 
refers to employees' feeling of obligation to stay with organization. 
Scoring was done separately of each scale as instructed by the 
authors. The subjects were tested individually. In the beginning, instructions 
were clearly mentioned. The data were collected from all the groups, 
scored, and analyzed for finding out the daily hassles, extra-organizational 
stressors, and work commitment among certain level of non- teaching staff. 
The multiple regression analysis was applied for analyzing the obtained 
data. 
The main findings of the study are as follows- (1), Affective, 
continuance, and nomiative as well as total work commitment of male 
employees can be significantly predicted by extra-organizational stressors. 
(2), Extra-organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of 
affective commitment for younger males. (3), Extra-organizationaj stressors 
emerged as significant predictors of nomnative commitment for older and 
younger males. (4), Extra-organizational stressors emerged as significant 
predictors of affective commitment for married male employees. (5), Extra-
organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of continuance 
commitment for unmarried male employees. (6), Daily hassles and extra-
organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of normative 
commitment for unmarried male employees. (7), Extra-organizational 
stressors emerged as significant predictors of total work commitment for 
unmanned males. (8), Affective, normative, and total work commitment can 
be significantly predicted by extra-organizational stressors among low job 
tenure male employees. 
Further suggestions are highlighted which are as follows- (1), Scales 
for measuring daily hassles should selected only items related to work. (2), 
Studies on daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors should be 
conducted in different organizations of the country (3). It would be better to 
use larger samples. (4), Before using any psychological test its 
psychometric details (reliability, validity) should be intensively studied. (5), If 
standard measuring devices are not available then adapted version should 
be used. 
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Introduction 
The present day life or almost all segments of society are 
facing rigorous of life. The life is moving on a fast pace and it is 
believed that we have to achieve whatsoever we desire, as quickly 
as possible, there is hardly any possibility of leisure and relaxation. 
We have to face various kinds of hassles in daily life, with the result 
that every aspect of life is affected whether home atmosphere, 
perfonnance at work, and interaction with members of the society. 
The main title of the thesis "Impact of Daily Hassles and 
Extra-organizational Stressors on Work commitment" clearly 
indicates that our main concern is to explore the relationship 
between daily hassles, extra-organizational stressors and work 
commitment. The review of literature revealed that above mentioned 
aspects of behaviour are interrelated to each other. 
Abundant stress is part and parcel of modern age. Every 
member of modem society faces stress. The concept of stress was 
first introduced in the life sciences by Cannon in 1929. In 1936 
Selye used the term 'stress' biologically and applied it to the reaction 
of the body. It owes its emergence to Seyle. The term 'stress' has 
been defined variously by Seiye (1979) to refer to: 
(a) stimulus (external forces acting on the organism), 
(b) response (changes in physiological and psychological 
functions), 
(c) interaction (between an extemal force and the resistance 
opposed to it as in biology) and 
(d) more comprehensive combinations of the above factors (i.e. 
stimulus, response, and interactional outcomes). 
Stress is an internal state which could be caused by physical 
demands on the body (disease conditions, exercise, extremes of 
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temperature, and the like) or by environmental and social situations 
which are evaluated as potentially harmful, uncontrollable, or 
exceeding our resources for coping the physical, environmental, and 
social causes of the stress termed stressors (Lazarus and Folkman, 
1984). 
Stress is defined as the pattem of specific and non specific 
responses, an organization makes to stimulus events that disturb its 
equilibrium and tax or exceed its ability to cope (Zimbardo, 1988). 
According to Ivancevich and Matteson (1983). "Stress is an adaptive 
response mediated by individual characteristics and/or 
psychological processes that is a consequence of any external 
action, situation, or event that places special physical and/or 
psychological demand upon a person". "Job stress is a condition 
arising from the interaction of people and their jobs and 
characterized by changes within people that force them to deviate 
from their normal functioning (Beehr & Newman, 1978). 
Present day researchers and practitioners visualize the 
phenomenon of stress in a new perspective. Each individual needs 
a moderate amount of stress to be alert and capable of functioning 
effectively in an organization. Stress is inherent in the concept of 
creativity (Pestonjee, 1992) and entrepreneurship (Pareek, 1995). 
Daily Hassles: 
Daily hassles have been observed to be important factor of 
work environment, job culture, & performance of the employee. 
Most of the stress in our lives results from having to deal with 
daily hassles pertaining to our jobs, personal relationships, and 
everyday living circumstances. Many people experience the same 
hassles everyday. Examples of daily hassles included living in a 
noisy neighborhood, commuting to work in heavy traffic, disliking 
one's fellow workers, worrying about owing money, waiting in a long 
time, and misplacing or losing things, long quee at the railway 
station ticket counter or ration shop, unwanted phone cells, irregular 
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power cut. Such daily events or stressor mount up and we all face 
them time to time in our lives. When taken individually, these 
hassles may feel like only minor irritants, but cumulatively, over 
time, they can cause significant stress. Sometimes opportunity 
positive events can have stressful components. For example, a 
women who gets job promotion may receive a higher salary and 
greater prestige, but she may also feel stress from supervising 
coworker who were once peers. It would be desirable to properly 
explain the daily hassles should be considered in terms of job 
environment. 
Lazarus (1990), believes that the impact of such hassles 
depend on their frequency, duration, and intensity. In addition, how 
a person reacts to minor hassles influenced by his or her 
personality, the individual's style of coping, and how the rest of the 
day has gone. 
Work overload may be one of the important factors 
responsible for producing hassles. To be more specific when 
employees feel oven/vhelmed from trying to work on more tasks than 
they can handle or from trying to work on tasks that are to difficult 
for them, they are suffering from work overload. Work overload is 
common after layoffs among the remaining workers who are 
assigned more tasks. It is also common among newly appointed 
managers who feel unprepared form their new unfamiliar roles. 
Boundary extension is another good example of daily hassles that is 
particularly relevant in the work place. Some jobs, such as public 
relation and sales, require employees to work with people in other 
occupational settings. 
Daily hassles are particularly relevant in the workplace are 
role ambiguity, and role conflict. When employees are unsure about 
what is expected of them, how to perform their job, or what the 
consequences of their job performance, they are experiencing role 
ambiguity. When employees find it difficult to perform their job 
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effectively because of the multiple explanations about their job 
performance, they are experiencing role conflict. 
A few years back Zohar (1999), exhaustively worked on the 
concept of daily work hassles on effort, exertion, & negative mood 
employees working in organizations. He contends that the effect of 
extemally induced obstacles disrupt goal directed behaviour. Such 
obstacles at work as faulty equipment their malfunction, 
unscheduled change of work assignments, in- appropriate 
behaviour of co-workers lead to daily hassles. 
Many researchers (Frese and Zapf, 1994; Semmer, 1S82) 
have pointed out that work place reduced productivity, and retard 
the performance of employees. The individual worker in such a case 
must employee extra effort and develop new action plan, with the 
result that has to be extra effort, and energy has to entained mental 
effort and decision making. 
Extra-organizational stressors 
There are many potential sources of stress within the 
organization. These stressors in conjunction with events outside 
work (marital problems, family illness), interact to affect the total 
quality of one's life. This could be ascertained with the help of recent 
literature that has come to one's life (Schein, 1978; Korman and 
Korman, 1980; Bhagat, 1983; Vadra and Akhtar, 1989; Akhtar and 
Vadra, 1980). Since the extra-organizational stressors range from 
changes in soclo-technical system to the phenomenon of social 
change (Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980), endeavour has been 
made to highlight significant extra-organizational stressors. 
The extra-organizational variables are extemal to the work 
environment other than individual or personal factors. It includes 
economic factors, family-spouse relations, political un-certainty, life 
crisis, and lack of social support (Hendrix et al., 1985; Ivancevich 
and Matteson, 1980; Marshall and Cooper, 1979; Matteson and 
Ivancevich, 1979). 
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Amongst the various extra-organizational stressors-changes 
in socio-technical system and social change-the social and family 
stressors have been recognized as most important as they have 
great Impact on personality development (Vadra and Akhtar, 1989). 
Apart from these other aspects such as a circular relationship 
between family and worit (Ivancevich and Matteson, 1987) can not 
ignored. Relocation and charge produce varied symptoms such as 
emotional disorientation, confusion and even physical ailments 
(Sinetar, 1986). 
Similariy, to cope with economic and financial stressors may 
forced people to opt for other job. This reduces time for relaxation 
and pleasant interaction with the ^mily members. In such cases 
there is every likelihood that the accumulated stress would 
adversely affect the employee. 
Davidson and Cooper (1981), also emphasized that that 
stress at work can also affect an individual at home and social 
environment and vice-versa. Marshall and Cooper (1979), outlined 
four intrusions of wori< into home life: Carrying pending work to 
home, business travel, organizational social commitments, and 
exclusive job pursuits such as advancement in the job and 
accepting new assignments. 
Changed scenario as regards the employment of women is 
concemed with creating a diabolical situation which may lead to 
conflicting and overiapping responsibilities .In such situations stress 
may loom large over to further reinforce stresses. This is vindicated 
by role theory which predicts that multiple role can lead to inter role 
conflict and in tum symptoms of strain (Kopelman et al.1983). 
Inter role conflict is likely to increase as the demands of 
either the work or family role increase (Beutell and Greenhaus, 
1983). 
Similarly, inter role conflict can increase as one's obligations 
to the family expand through mamage and the arrival of children. 
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This is particularly the case for women, who tend to assume 
responsibility for household management and child care (Gordon 
and Strober, 1978; Gutek et a! 1981). 
Role stress may occur not only during one's official or 
professional job but also result from the fact that professionals are 
often expected to continue to perform their role when they are 
outside the organizational setting (Vachon,1987). 
In each family member are assigned a specific role and are 
labeled accordingly. For example, parents are expected to perform 
leadership role control the children become used to pay respect to 
their parents. One or more members in the family may take over 
dysfunctional members, in order to balance the homeostatic balance 
in the family. Life in the workplace can rely on the use of these 
strategies to maintain the balance, but not without cost to the 
workers' level of stress. Using the workplace to deal with unresolved 
family conflicts can also produce stress. Workers who had great 
difficulties in dealing with family members can carry the transference 
reactions to their colleagues, supervisors, administrators, and so on. 
Perhaps the most universal cost of a successful professional 
career lies in the quality life. The executives frequently complain 
about their unsatisfactory home lives. The job exerts pressure on 
the man to spend more time at work, while the wife and'^ children 
exert pressure for more time to be spent at home. The unfortunate 
executive is trapped right in the middle. If he leans toward the career 
his family life suffers, if he prefers to concentrate more attention 
towards his family, then he stands to loose professionally (Cooper 
and Marshall, 1979). 
Googins and Burden (1987), in their study found that 
workplace-family role strain was strongly associated with decreased 
physical and emotional well-being as measured by depression, life 
satisfaction, days absent. 
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These considerations impress us with the fact that stress is 
truly complex and multiplicities of factors influence it. The complexity 
may be magnified by the interaction of social and family stress. 
Multiple roles, working husbands and wives, age of children, 
work and home responsibilities, migration, maniage delay, political 
uncertainties etc create fathomless permutations and combinations 
of stress parameters (Lanrt/ood and Wood, 1979; Bhagat and 
Chassie, 1981; Pleck et al, 1977; Gove and Tudor, 1973; Long and 
Porter, 1984). 
Most of the literature on stress and organizational outcomes 
have focused on organizational factors and has ignored extra 
organizational stressors, such as traumatic events, may have 
potentially negative and costly implications for organizations (Byron, 
and Suzanne, 2001). 
The nature of interface between the workplace and family is 
the keystone of the work-family construct. This link or interface can 
vary from positive to negative. Usually the term work-family 
connotes the conflict that arises when an employee tries to fulfill the 
responsibilities of roles in both domains. Although time limitations 
are the most common cause of work-family conflict, such conflict 
can arise because of incompatibilities due to the strain, energy, or 
behavioral requirements of these different roles. Work-family (WFC) 
has been divided into two components: work interfering with family 
(WIF) and family interfering with work (FIW) (Gutek, 1991). 
Less frequently, work-family refers to the rewards that an 
employee gets from simultaneously occupying roles in both arenas. 
Research on work-family conflict has found that this variable 
influences a number of outcomes including psychological distress, 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover, and life 
satisfaction (Frone, Russel, and Cooper, 1992; Duxbury and Irving, 
1992; O'Driscoll, llgen, and Hildreth, 1992; Parasuraman, 
Greenhaus, Rabinowitz, Bedein, and Mossholder, 1969). It is widely 
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recognized that occupational stress is determined by 
extraorganizationa! as well as organizational factors (Glowinkowski 
and Cooper, 1985). 
The literature indicates that certain personality and attitudinal 
factors interact with work and non-work variables as determinants of 
stress (Davidson and Cooper, 1983; Sekaran, 1983, 1985).Two 
individual difference variables, Type A behaviour and work 
commitment, are studied in this study. Type A individuals tend to 
work long hours (Howard et al., 1977), which may be incompatible 
with parenting young children in a dual-earner context, and to be 
dissatisfied with their work load (Brief et al, 1983).Even in single 
eamer families. Type A men report greater family-work interference 
than their Type B counterparts and lower marital satisfaction (Burke 
eta!.. 1979). 
Reichers (1986) has shown the multiple role commitments to 
several constituencies create psychological conflict for individuals, 
and result in decreased level of organizational commitment. Thus, 
one potential (and conventional) expectation is that role expansion 
will result in less commitment to work and less effective job 
performance. This apparently is the expectation held by many 
managers of employees who become mothers (Burden and 
Googins, 1987; Lobel, 1991). 
In a study (Bolger, De longis, Kessler and Wethingtoh ,1989) 
investigated "cross over" of over load and conflict in a study of 166 
married couples ,suggested that home-to-work stress (overload and 
arguments at home) had a greater impact than work-to-home stress 
(overloads and arguments at work) for males than for females. 
Netmeyer et al (1996) suggested that one of the problems 
with traditional work-family and family-work conflict measures is that 
their items focus on potentials outcomes of the constructs (e.g., 
"feeling too tired after work"), rather than the actual content domain 
(e.g. "the amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfill 
family responsibilities. 
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In Lambert's (1990) review of the work-family literature, she 
observed that spill over theory and segregation theory were two 
major theories that had been used to describe the way in which 
family and worlTmay be linked. Spillover theory suggests that an 
employee's experience is one domain affects their experience in 
another domain, whereas segregation theory suggests that 
experiences in different domains are quite separate and 
independent from one another. 
Work Commitment 
The term commitment is broadly used to refer to antecedents 
and consequences, as well as the process of becoming attached, 
and the state of attachment that seems to be the construct of 
common interest. Some investigations have explored the processes 
through which one becomes committed (Galanter, 1980; Salancik, 
1977; Staw and Ross, 1977) or the impact of individual and 
organizational influences, (Angle and Perry, 1983; Steers, 1977). 
Organizational commitrnent has been defined in several different 
ways. The various definitions and measures share a common theme 
In that organizational commitment is considered to be a bond or 
linking of individual to the organization. Most of the time 
researchers talk about organizational commitment. Hence, there is 
pressing need to discuss its one of the aspect. I.e. work 
commitment. It is significant to point out to here that work 
commitment is one of the construct of organizational commitment as 
Morrow (1983) enumerated. 
Organizational commitment as a construct was potentially 
redundant with other work commitment constructs such as job 
involvement (Kanungo, 1982; Lodahl and Kejner, 1965). work ethic 
(Blood, 1969; Buckholz, 1976; Mirels and Garett. 1971), and career 
commitment (Blaw, 1985; Greenhaus, 1971). Inspite of such 
controversies, it is imperative to point out here that in this large 
investigation work commitment is used which I itself bears the notion 
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of organizational commitment as these two terms are so 
Independent where one cannot be explained over looking the other. 
Hence, In this investigation work commitment combines the notion 
of oiganlzatlonal commitment. 
Work commitment the soul, the catalyst that governs the 
motivation intensity at work. Controversially, it make everyone feel 
satisfied with work. Likewise, work commitment Is found conducive 
at work and has very positive influence on work related outcomes 
.Research on organizational commitment is recent and based on 
such extensive contributions of empirically oriented psychologists. 
Research efforts concerning the concept of organizational 
commitment are the relative strength of an individual's identifications 
with and involvement in particular organization. Commitment as 
structural phenomenon are associated with three characteristics: 
(1) a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization's values 
and goals , (2) a strong desire to maintain membership in the 
organization and (3) a willingness to exert considerable effort on 
behalf of the organization Mowday, Steers & Porter (1979). 
According to Reichers (1985), commitment ;to an organization 
involves three attitudes (1) a sense of identifications with the 
organization's goals, (2) a feeling involvement in organization's 
duties , (3) a feeling of loyalty for the organization. In short job 
involvement means identifying with one's specific job while 
organizational commitment means identifying with one's employing 
organization. 
According to Blau and Boal (1987), organizational 
commitment is a state in which an employee identifies with a 
particular organizational and its goals, and wishes to maintain 
membership in the organization. Newstorm and Davis (1995), 
emphasis that organizational commitment is a measure of 
emptoyee's willingness to remain with a firm in future. According to 
Bateman and Strasser (1984), commitment among organizational 
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members hastens the process of organizational goal attainment and 
would reduce the problem of turnover and absenteeism. 
Organizational commitment, defined as the psychological 
attachment of workers to their organizations, has been the area of 
active research over the past several decades (Benkhoff, 1997; 
Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). The original definition of 'organizational 
commitment' proposed by Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982), 
included three components: acceptance of organizational goals and 
values, extra effort on behalf of organization, and, desire to remain 
with the employer. According to Welsh and LaVan, 1981; Morrow, 
1983), these factors refer to behavioral dimension to evaluate 
employee's strength of attachment. 
Organizational commitment is concerned with psychological 
attachments to the organization keeps the employees to have 
difficulty in isolating themselves from the organization. The three 
facets of organizational commitment that forge the attachment have 
been identified as goal and values agreement, behavioural 
investments in the organizational membership (Mowday, Porter and 
Steers, 1982). They claim that, "There are many instances where 
organization and individual members, especially, those in critical 
position, to perform above and beyond the call of duty for the benefit 
of the organization. The motivational basis for such extra-role 
behaviour is likely to require more than simple compliance. They 
suggested that the antecedents of company commitment might 
group into four major categories: personal characteristics, role-
related variables, work experience and structural characteristics. 
Each of these factors is assumed to have a bearing on the 
subjective utility of organizational membership, which directly affects 
the level of commitment. 
Many psychologists have suggested that organizational 
commitment or work commitment may be classified as affective, 
continuance, and nomative commitment. 
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Meyer and Allen (1991), noticed that generally the definitions 
related to commitment reflect three broad aspects viz. affective 
orientation, cost-based obligation or moral responsibility. To 
acknowledge that each of these three sets of definitions represent a 
legitimate but clearly different conceptualization of the commitment 
construct. Meyer and Allen proposed a three component model of 
organizational commitment; affective, continuance, and normative. 
Affective commitment refers to the employee's emotional 
attachment to, identification with and involvement in the 
organization. Employees with a strong affective commitment 
continue employment in an organization because they are internally 
compelled to do so. Continuance commitment refers to an 
awareness of the costs associated with leaving the organization. If 
clearly carries the meaning that if an employee perceives that 
he/she has to pay more cost then it is most likely that they will 
remain attached to the organization but on the other hand if they 
believe that leaving the, organization and joining the other will be 
beneficial then such condition become instrumental in discontinuing 
their affiliation to one organizations or company. Finally, normative 
commitment reflects a feeling of obligation to continue. Employees 
with a high level of normative commitment feel they ought to remain 
with the organization. 
Scores of studies (Bycio et al, 1995; Ingram et al; 1989; 
Leong et al., 1994; Randall et al., 1990; Sager and Johnston, 1989), 
have reported that affective commitment is positively related with 
various self-reported measures of work effort. 
Kim and Mainborgne (1993), found that those with strong 
affective commitment to the organization reported higher levels of 
compliance with strategic decisions made at the corporate level than 
did those with weaker commitment. Significant positive relations 
have also been reported between employees affective commitment 
and potentially for promotion as assessed by employees' respective 
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supervisors (Meyer et al., 1989) as well as their over all 
performance on the job (Konovsky and Cropanzano, 1991; Meyer et 
al., 1989; Sage and Johnston,1989). Like those with strong affective 
commitment, employees with strong continuance commitment are 
more likely to stay with organization than are those with weak 
commitment ( Allen and Meyer ,1996).Several researchers reported 
continuance commitment insignificantly related to one's stay in 
organization but Hackett et al.(1994),found that strong continuance 
commitment received significantly fewer commendations for their 
work. Normative commitment has been witnessed to be positively 
correlated to their work effort (Randall et al., 1990) and with overall 
performance (Ashforth and Sake, 1996). For many employees, 
working involves more than showing up and carrying out required 
duties. Morrison (1994), argued that because the boundary between 
extra-role behavior and in-role behavior is often unclear, the 
distinction between the two might itself be related to the employee's 
attitude. Commitment has also been found to be related to the way 
employee's respond to dissatisfaction with events at work. Hirchman 
(1970); Fan-el (1983); and Meyer et al. (1993) examined three 
responses to dissatisfaction in addition to turnover. The are voice, 
loyalty, and neglect. 
Organizational commitment is affected by various factors. 
Higher level of responsibility, autonomy, interest, and variety of 
given job and satisfaction with job leads to higher level of 
organizational commitment(Baron ,1986; Mowday, Steers , and 
Porter ,1974; Pattanayak (1993), Raval ,1994). However, factors 
such as greater amount of tension, ambiguity, and stress in a job, 
high involvement in union activities, feeling of helplessness and 
poor mental health may result in lower level of commitment (Baron, 
1986; Patel, 1994; Mowday etal, 1974; Pattanayak et al., 1993). 
Several studies have revealed that perceived organizational 
health is related to organizational as well as individual effectiveness 
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(Sayeed, 1980; Sayeed 1991; Patel 1983; Jadeja, 1995; Sinha, 
1980). Work related attitudes, such as, job satisfaction, job 
involvement, and organizational commitment are often considered 
as the measures of individual effectiveness (Singh and 
Patirajkumari, 1988; Sinha and Pandey, 1990). 
Several demographic variables were found related with 
commitment as age ( Hrebiniak,1974; Steers ,1977; Morris and 
Shemian,1981; Mowday et al.,1982; Alvi and Ahmad ,1987; Glisson 
and Durik,1988; Sharma and Singh ,1991; Leong et al.,1996; Martin 
and Bennett, 1996; Sommer et al,1996), gender (Mottaz ,1988; 
Mowday et al.,1982), tenure ( Mowday et al., 1982; Salancik ,1977; 
Welsch and La Van ,1981; Kline and Peters ,1991; Sommer et al., 
1996). 
A study by Bruning and Snyder (1983), reported that older 
individuals with seniority in their older individuals with seniority in 
their positions tend to evince higher organizational commitment. 
Similarly, Balasubramanian, Kumar, and Satyamoorthy (1996), and 
Raval (1994) found that elder officers are more committed to their 
organization than the younger ones. Workers personality ,personal 
needs ,and values have been reported associated with commitment 
(Hulin and Blood,1968; Goodale ,1973; Buchanan ,1974; Dubin et al 
.1975; Robinowitz and Hall, 1977; Steers and Spencer ,1977; 
Kidron, 1978). Education is inversely and negatively related to work 
commitment( Steers,1977; Koch and Steers ,1976, Morris and 
Shemian ,1981; Sharma and Singh, 1991; Sommer et al ,1996; 
Leong etal, 1996). 
Work rewards were found to be the key determinants of 
commitment (Steers, 1977; Mowday et al., 1982; Angle, (1983), 
justice and fairness in organization is also positively related to 
commitment Mc Fariin and Sweeney, 1992; Koys, 1991 Foiger and 
Konovsky, 1989). 
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Having given the description of the nature, concept, and 
relevance of the phenomenon of work commitment, it is imperative 
to point out at this juncture that work commitment is one of the key 
phenomenon that is likely to govern the intensity with which 
motivation at work take place and subsequently make one fell 
satisfied with work. Moreover, work commitment is found conducive, 
at work and has very positive influence on work related outcomes 
Aims and objectives of tlie study 
The present study assumes much significance as related to 
quality of life, perfomnance of the job, family and work relationships, 
such other aspects of life. The review of the studies in Indian context 
has provided information that much emphasis have been given to 
social aspects of daily hassles. Rapid development in the field of 
organizational behavior amply through like that daily hassles should 
be studied to work aspects. In this regard a concerted effort should 
be made in direction of work related aspects. Such efforts should 
open new avenue to Indian researches. The present research 
seems to be significantly making theoretical contribution. At the 
same time it may make empirical contribution by studying the 
relationship between the three selected variables, viz. daily hassles, 
and extra-organizational stressors. 
CHAPTER - 2 
REVIEW OF LITERA" 
Chapter II 
Review of the Relevant Studies 
The review of literature is done to gather information about the worl< 
done in the past and what is being done presently. The review of literature 
helps in gathering information about the topic that is being researched. 
Review Is very useful for selecting variables both dependent and 
independent, for selecting the research methodology and for carrying out 
analysis. Also it helps in discussing and interpreting the findings. 
Three important variables have been selected for the investigation i.e. 
daily hassles, extraorganizational stressors and work commitment. 
Daily Hassles: In an extensive study, Thakur and Misra (1995), 
examined a pattern of daily hassles in relation to perceived control, social 
support, and mental health of dual career women. The subjects were further 
classified as house wife and employed below 40 years and above 40 years, 
and two types of family structures nuclear and joint. It was found that the dual 
career women reported significantly greater incidence of daily hassles. 
Interestingly, even with more hassled life, they displayed greater degree of 
life satisfaction as compared to housewives. 
Older dual career women from nuclear family perceived greater degree 
of control, while social support was shared similarly across ail the groups. 
Thakur and Misra (1999) studied the role of social support, daily 
hassles and well-being of women. The subjects were classified on the basis 
of two levels: 196 employed and 54 unemployed married women. It was 
found that the employed women experienced more hassles and received less 
social support than their unemployed counterparts. They enjoyed better well 
being. Employed women's higher well- being speaks of the relative 
deprivation in house wives' role and desire for opportunities to use their 
potentials for self-actualization and self- gratification. Resources generated 
by employment (income, status) are adequate to cope with stresses and also 
enhances well-being. 
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Hahn and Smith (1999), conducted a study to examine three 
explanations for the overlap definitional confusion, measurement problems 
associated with using normative measures to assess stressful events, and 
poor measure development. They need two types of stressors i.e. hassles 
and chronic stressors to examine the overlap issue. Items from traditional 
work and non-work hassles and chronic stressor measures were categorized 
by 323 hospital employees as either hassles or chronic stressors. Results 
indicated that items from traditional hassles measures were not consistently 
categorized by participants as hassles but were categorized by some as 
chronic stressors. Results suggest that traditional normative measures of 
hassles and chronic stressors may be inadequate. 
Matthews, Power and Stanfeld (2001), examined whether social 
qualities in psychological distress can be explained by work home factors and 
whether the Impact of these factor is similar for men and women. Explanatory 
factors work- home roles: i.e. employment, marital status, domestic 
responsibility, children and elderly care and work-home characteristics: i.e. 
job strain, insecurity, unsocial working hours, and youngest child's age, 
number of children and level of involvement in child care. Work factors have 
consistently strongly associations with DIS and with social class among men 
and women. Work factors had a greater impact on class differences in DIS in 
men. Associations for home roles and characteristics were less consistent 
and their combined effect on class differences in DIS was negligible for both 
sexes. Explanations for the social gradient differ for men and women. Work 
may be more important for men than women, but the impact of home factors 
were not strong during the early adulthood of this cohort. 
Singh et al. (1986), Steffy et al. (1986) and Surti, (1983) found that 
technocrat women suffer more stress than non-technocrats and in many 
respects more than male colleagues. It is also found that married female 
executives with children were under great stress than single or divorced 
workingwomen. The women at work frequently suffer more stress than the 
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male because they have to combine their jobs with running a home, caring 
for their husbands, and coping with children's ailments. 
Sim (2000) examined the relationship of daily hassles and specific 
social support with regard to parent, peer and teacher relationship to 
depression and antisocial behaviour among early adolescent. The findings 
show that except for parental support, hassles alone affected the level of 
maladjustment. Social support did not moderate daily hassles in emotional 
and behavioural adjustment. 
Zohar (1999) studied the effect of daily work hassles on effort, exertion 
and negative mood. Using pooled time series analysis on daily records of a 
sample of military jump masters (parachute trainers), it was shown that 
hassles severity predicted end of day mood, fatigue and subjective workload. 
This indicates that, despite their transient nature, daily hassles at work. 
Constitute significant factor whose effect has been overlooked by available 
methods of occupational stress. Furthermore, the interaction between 
assignment complexity and hassles that other variables, such as coping 
options for dealing with hassles, moderate the effect of hassles on behavioral 
and emotional outcomes. 
Williams, Lawler and Kathleen (2001) examined the stresses-illness 
relationship in a biracial group of low-income women. Two personality 
constructs, hardiness and John Henyrism, were studied for their possible 
moderating influences on the stress-illness relationship. Hardiness 
moderated the stress-illness relationship, with high stress, low hardy women 
having higher levels of illness. Hardy women perceive their external 
environment as less stressful, although high and low hardy women perceive 
their external environments as less stressful, although high and low hardy 
women have similar levels of network stress. Life event stress, network and 
low-income concerns were all associated with illness scores. Thus, a range 
of stress measures are linked to physical illness in low income women. 
Allen and Herst (2000) conducted a study in which the outcomes 
associated with work-to-family conflict were conducted and effect sizes were 
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estimated. A typology was presented that grouped outcomes with 3 
categories: work-related, non-work related, and stress related. The results 
demonstrate the widespread and serious consequences associated with work 
to family conflict. 
De Bord, Penning, Robekah and Kerpeiman, Jennifer (2000) explored 
about people manage their work and family responsibilities. Factors that were 
felt to be supports or obstacles to families during this process were also 
identified. The individuals appeared to experience greater success when their 
own needs and the needs of their families were being met and when they 
were able to meet the demands of work, leading to greater work- family fit. 
Support from the workplace and other community sources, as well as 
participants' personal attributes contributed to this work family fit. 
Zohar (1997) tested the concept of hassles in context of work, by 
transposing the three major occupational stress categories (i.e., role conflict, 
role ambiguity, and role overioad) to a middle level of analysis. Role conflict 
was represented through vario^is hassle types associated with conflicting 
expectations at work. Using a sample of hospital nurses, it was shown that 
hassles severity provided incremental prediction of burnout symptoms 
beyond that offered by available role stress scales since the primary 
symptoms of burnout are physical and mental exhaustion (Maslach and 
Jackson, 1986), these findings support the concept of effort exertion as a key 
factor in response to obstacles during goal directed episodes. 
In another study, Motowildo, Packard and Manning (1986), used a list 
of list of 45 disruptive events associated with hospital nursing. As with other 
hassle scales, frequency and severity ratings were used. Both scores 
predicted symptoms of anxiety and depression supporting the hypothesized 
effect of hassles on negative emotion. Similar results were reported by Koch, 
Tung, Gmelch and Swent (1982), using a hassles check list for school 
administrators as the predictor variable, and emotional reaction as dependent 
variable. 
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Another study related to stressful life events was conducted by Ram 
(1998). This study was aimed at finding out if there were differences in the 
stress experienced from the daily hassles among working mothers in two 
widely differing cultures of New Zealand and India the daily hassles checklist 
(Kanner et al, 1981), which consists of 117 hassles was used for both the 
groups. The analysis of data revealed a highly significant and positive 
relationship between frequency and intensity scores for both the groups. The 
result revealed that, though culture differs in several aspects, among urban 
working mothers with dependent children, the number of hassles experienced 
and the intensity of stress arising from the hassles are quite similar across 
the New Zealand and Indian groups of working mothers. 
Extra-organizational stressors: 
The survey of literature reveals that the social and family role stress 
has rarely been studied in researches of stress and work. Stress at home is 
carried into the workplace and vise versa. The basic source of stress may not 
reside only in the family, but it may also reside in the society and in the work 
place. However, there is growing evidence that a person's work life should be 
studied in the context of his/ her family and society. 
Marshall and Cooper (1979) have highlighted two problems 
regarding manager's relationship with his family and work-time and spillover 
of stress from one to the other. They have mentioned four intrusions of work 
into home life: carrying pending work at home, business travel, 
organizational-social commitments, and exclusive job pursuits such as 
advancement in the job and accepting new assignments. 
Ivancevlch and Matteson (1980) identified extra-organizational 
stressors such as societal/technological change, the family, relocation, 
economic and financial conditions etc. The family stressors have been 
examined more closely because of its great impact on personality 
development. They found that the circular relationship exists be^veen family 
and work. Stressors in the family vary greatly in severity and in the degree of 
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continuity; there are brief crisis, such as illness of a family member, or long 
term strained relations with spouse or children. Relocation and change 
produce varied symptoms such as emotional disorientation, confusion, and 
even physical ailments (Sinetar, 1986). In order to cope with economic and 
financial stressors many people have been forced to take a second job or the 
spouse has had to enter the work force in order to make ends met. The 
overall effect on the employees is more stress on their primary jobs. 
Davidson and Cooper (1981), have proposed a multidimensional 
approach acknowledging that stress at work can also affect an individual in 
home and social environment and vice-versa. 
Bhagat et al (1985) employed a sample of 282 men and women full 
time, white-collar, administrative, health care and clerical personnel. They 
found the relationship between negative personal life stress, organizational 
outcomes, indicating that people do not separate their personal lives from 
their jobs I.e., there is spillover of the effects of non-work stress on 
organizational outcomes. 
Abhyankear and Ram (1988), studied beliefs and employment as 
predictors of role stress among 200 mamed employed and 200 married 
unemployed women. Regression analysis showed that employment of 
marred women and irrationality in their beliefs was the significant predictors 
of role stress. Of the two, irrationality and beliefs was a better predictor. 
Agrawal (1994) discussed the stressors and stress management 
strategies of multiple role women. Working women did not differ from working 
men, but they carry the additional burden of motherhood. Men and women 
differ in their appraisal of stressors and coping strategies. Role overload and 
role conflict in working women's families produce stress. Naturalistic methods 
for identifying the stressors and establishment of family counseling centers 
and training programmes for helping women in cope with stress are 
suggested. 
Sinacore ^nd Akcali (2000) assessed the effects of family environment 
on men's job satisfaction and self esteem. The results Indicate that the family 
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environment has a limited effect on men's self esteem. The authors 
concluded that the limited relationship between these measures may be due 
to men's lack of involvement in their family and that men continue to have a 
traditional view of their role in the family as that of provider and disciplinarian. 
Stoeva, Chiu and Greenhaus (2002), conducted a study to examine 
the mechanisms by which negative affectivity (NA) influences two directions 
of work-family conflict: work interference with family and family interference 
with work .The positive relationship between family stress and family 
interference with work conflict was stronger for high- negative affectivity 
individuals than for low -negative affectivity individuals. 
Fielden and Davidson (2001) explored the major sources of stress, 
organizational and extra organizational, encountered by women managers, 
and the factors that influence the responses of managers to those stressors. 
They also considered the potential impact of such stress on the behaviour 
and mental and physical well-being of women managers, by evaluating the 
risk facing female managers as a result of their position within the workplace. 
Perrew and Carlson (2002) investigated that interaction of gender and 
social support as the impact both the work and family domains in terms of 
conflict and satisfaction. The findings of the study indicate that men are more 
likely to perceive social support in their family environment than are women. 
Women are more likely to perceive conflict stemming from their work domain. 
Finally, women seem to benefit more than do men from both work and family 
social support. These results shed light on the importance of social support in 
the well-being of today's working men and women. 
Field and Bramwell (1988) conducted a study to examine the 
relationships between responsibilities and the levels of perceived pressure 
experienced by working women and whether marital status and employment 
status impacted upon the perception of pressure. The results showed that 
caring responsibilities correlated positively with the amount of pressure 
reported by working women; marital status affects the perception of pressure 
among married women reported that they felt under more pressure than 
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single women & part-time workers felt themselves to be under more pressure 
than their full-time working colleagues. 
Carmen & Shaffer (2001), in their study examined the influence of 
family-and-work-specific determinants of multiple forms of family interference 
with work (FIW) and work interference with family (WIF) conflict. They used 
267 Hong Kong University staff. It was found that parental demands and 
hours spent on household work were important determinants of FIW conflict 
and that role conflict, role overload, and hours spent on paid work influenced 
WIF conflict. Deferential gender effects for family interference with work and 
work interference with family conflict support the traditional gender roles. 
Eagle, Icenogle, Maes and Miles (1998), investigated the reported 
experiences of work-family inter role conflict differences between American 
men and women. Results of the study reveal that men reported significantly 
higher levels of work to family and strain-based, family-to-work conflict. 
Married men with working spouses, with and without children, and married 
men with children and non working spouses reported higher level of time-
based and strain based family-to-work conflict than women in each 
corresponding category. The highest time-based, family-to-work conflict was 
reported by divorced women with children. 
Bernas and Major (2000) studied both work and family with the stress 
resource perspective and organizational leadership theory based on the 
premise that stress is a major contributor to work-family conflict, this research 
examined resources likely to reduce the stress and work-family conflict 
women experience. Family emotional support, leader-member exchange, and 
hardiness were explored as potential resources. The subjects completed 
measures of job stress, work family conflict, family stress, leader-member 
exchange, family emotional support, and hardiness path analytic tests 
supported most of the relationships in the hypothesized model. Leader-
member exchange, family emotional support, and hardiness were each 
shown to be important resources for the reduction of stress and subsequent 
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conflict. Findings suggest that having a high-quality relationship with one's 
supervisor may have complex implications for work family conflict. 
Perrewe, Hochwarter, and Kichritz (1999), examined two distinct 
constructs of work family conflict as work interfering with family life and family 
issues interfering with work. This study examines value attainment as a 
mediating variable in the work family conflict and satisfaction relationship. 
Response from 270 hotel managers indicate that value attainment either 
partially or fully mediates the relationship between work interference with 
work and both job and life satisfaction value attainment is argued to be a 
meaningful explanatory variable for the negative relationship between work 
family conflict and job life satisfaction. 
Edwards and Rothbard (1999) used person environment fit theory to 
examine how the comparison of work and family experience to person's 
values relates to stress and well-being. By using the data of university 
employees, they assessed fit regarding autonomy, relationships security, and 
segmentation for both work and family and examined the relationship of fit 
work and family satisfaction, anxiety, depression, irritation, and somatic 
symptoms. In general, well being improved as experience increased toward 
values and improved to a lesser extent as experiences exceeded values. 
Weil-being was also higher than when both were low. These relationships 
were generally strongest for with in domain fit and well-being (i.e. work fit and 
work satisfaction, family fit and family satisfaction), and several relationships 
were moderated by work and family centrality. 
Geurts, Rutte and Peeters (1999) conducted a cross-sectional field 
study in which a comprehensive model of work home interference (WHI) was 
developed among 166 medical residents. Results revealed that one home 
characteristic and three work characteristics put pressure on the interface 
between the work and home life, i.e. (1) having a spouse who works overtime 
frequently, (2) an unfavorable work time schedule, (3) a high quantitative 
work load, (4) a problematic dependency on the superior. Results further 
show that WHI was positively associated with emotional exhaustion and 
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depersonalization (i.e. work related health indicators), as well as with 
psychosomatic health complaints and sleep deprivation (i.e. general health 
indicators). 
Dorman, and Zapf, (1999), investigated the moderating effects of social 
support by supervisors and colleagues relative to social stressors at work and 
depressive symptoms using a structural equations approach in a three wave 
longitudinal study over one year LISREL analysis with latent moderating 
effects revealed a moderating effect for supervisor support. This applied only 
if the time was 8 months, but not for longer or shorter lags under low-support 
conditions depressive symptoms were increased by social stressors, where 
as social stressors reduced subsequent depression under high support 
conditions. No moderating effect for colleague support was found. 
Phillips, Dianne, and Mprrison (2000) explored the effects of sex 
differences of married employees on job satisfaction and work related stress. 
The dependent variables were (1) job satisfaction, (2) satisfaction with 6 
facets of work (kind of work, amount of work, working conditions, coworkers, 
financial elements, and career future), (3) the effect of work related stress 
factors on career, (4) the effect of marital or family stress on career, and (5) 
perceived spousal support for career 242 married employees provided 
information regarding work satisfaction, work related stress, marital family 
stress, and spousal support for career than did their male counterparts. Areas 
of greatest work dissatisfaction for both genders were income and time 
required at work. No difference was found between the genders in the effect 
of work related stress on career. 
Work Commitment: 
A comparative study on Work commitment of employees in United 
States and India was conducted by Kwantes, C. T. (2003). The components 
of work commitment were affective, continuance, and normative on four type 
of OCB- personal industry, individually initiative, interpersonal helping, and 
loyalty were specifically examined engineers working in five American and 
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five Indian manufacturing companies. Affective commitment was the only 
component found to relate to either positive or negative organizational 
behavior in the American sample while all the three components were 
differentially related to work behaviours in the Indian sample. In the Indian 
context normative commitment showed no significant relationship, while 
affective commitment did show a significant relationship with personal 
industry. 
Biswas (1998) examines the effect of six life style stressors-
performance, threat, boredom, frustration, bereavement, and physical 
damage-on organizational commitment. The sample consisted of 160 
managers, supervisors and workers (age 35-53 years) of three large and 
medium public and private sectors organizations in Baroda. They completed 
the Demographic Information schedule, the life style stressor Questionnaire, 
the organizational Commitment Questionnaire, the job involvement 
Questionnaire, and the perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
Questionnaire. Results indicated that performance threat and fmstration 
stressors were significant predictors of organizational job involvement. 
Organizational effectiveness was positively con'elated with organizational 
commitment and job involvement. In comparison to supervisors and workers 
managers scored higher on organizational commitment and job involvement. 
Ahmad and Ansari (1999) used the O.C. Questionnaire (Mowday et.al. 
1979) was administered to assess organizational commitment and the 
biographical Information Blank was also used to obtain infomiation on age, 
Income, job tenure, turnover etc). Results indicated that blue-collars workers 
expressed a comparatively higher degree of organizational commitment than 
the owners. Although the owners expressed a moderate level of O.C, they 
were affected by factors like lack of organizational resources and lack of 
proper guidance and cooperation from the local authorities and state 
govemments. 
Patel (1999), investigated the impact of age on job involvement and 
organizational commitment among 200 bank employees, with an equal 
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number of Ss from nationalized and co-operative banks, divided into tliree 
age groups: young (below 35 years), middle (35-45 years), and older (above 
45 years). Results revealed low job involvement and low organizational 
commitment in the younger group of employees in both types of banks. 
Significant differences in organizational commitment but not in job 
involvement were found among the middle group of employees. Nationalized 
bank employees expressed higher commitment than their counterparts in co-
operative banks. 
Yousef (2002), conducted a study to explore the mediating role of job 
satisfaction between role stresses, i.e. role conflict and role ambiguity as 
sources of stress, on the one hand and on the other hand various facts of 
organizational commitment. I.e. affective, continuance, and normative, on a 
sample of 361 employees in a number of organizations in the United Arab 
Emirates. Path analysis revealed that role ambiguity directly and negatively 
influences both affective and normative commitments. Results also reveal 
that job satisfaction directly and positively influenced affective and normative 
commitments and negatively influenced continuance commitment. The 
findings also suggest that both role conflict and role ambiguity directly and 
negatively influence job satisfaction. It also revealed that job satisfaction 
mediated the influences of role conflict and role ambiguity on various facts of 
organizational commitment, except continuance commitment. 
Gautam Van Dick and Wagner (2001), examined the three-dimensional 
organizational commitment (OC) concept (Meyer and Allen, 1997) in Nepal 
by administering standardized questionnaire to a heterogeneous group of 
103 employees (average age 40.1 yrs) of four different Nepalese 
organizations (bank, food corporation, telecommunication and an airline). 
Exploratory factor and confirmatory factor analyses replicate the 
dimensionality of O.C. i.e., the three facets of commitment (affective, 
normative and continuance commitment) could be found also in a developing 
country with a cultural background very different from the places where the 
commitment concept was originally formulated. Antecedents and 
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consequences of organizational commitment were investigated by multiple 
regression analysis. Continuance and normative commitment were both 
explained by job characteristics, i.e. by the perception of the job as 
interesting, affective commitment could not be explained either the set of 
variables used in this study. 
Delobbe and Vanderberghe (2000), examined the reliability and validity 
of 4 dimensions of organizational commitment i.e. internalization, compliance, 
affective and continuance commitment by using 2 samples from various 
organizational in Belgium. Confirmatory factor analysis by LISREL showed 
that the 4 factor were reasonably distinct: 
a) internalization and affective commitment are strongly correlated with 
each other and display similar relationships with major criteria variables 
i.e. met expectations, job satisfaction, and intent to leave, 
b) the compliance scale shows weak reliability and needs to be expanded. 
Pattanayak and Mishra (1997), attempted to make a comparative 
assessment of shift and non shift employees in relation to job-satisfaction, 
perceived organizational-commitment, job stress and HRD climate. The main 
findings of the study may be summarized as -
(a) Executives were found to have more job satisfaction as compared to 
supervisors. 
(b) No significant differences were observed between shift and non-shift 
employees on job satisfaction and Organizational Commitment. 
(c) No significant differences were found between executives and the 
members of supervisory staff on organizational commitment scores. 
(d) Shift employees perceived better HRD climate than non-shift 
employees. Both executives and supervisors perception of HRD climate 
did not differ significantly. 
(e) Executives and supen/isors showed significantly on job stress; 
supervisors showed higher job stress than executives. No significant 
difference were observed between and non-shift employees on job 
stress scores. 
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Sharma (1997) explored the situational and personal determinants of 
organizational commitment among skilled workers of a private sector 
manufacturing organization. The measures of organizational characteristics 
adequacy of resources and humane and fair management style-were 
significantly and positively related to organizational commitment of the 
numerous task characteristics, only task difTiculty and task ambiguity were 
significant con^elated to commitment. None of the personal characteristics 
were significantly related to commitment. Situational variables were found to 
be more important determinants of organizational commitment than personal 
variables. 
Pattanayak (2000) studied the affects of shift work and hierarchical 
position in the organization on job satisfaction and perceived organizational 
commitment of 360 employees of the Rourkela Steel Plant. The nature of 
duty as well as the hierarchical position of employees influenced 
organizational commitment. Both executives and supervisors in shift and non 
shift areas experienced an almost similar level of job stress in a number of 
dimensions with regard to the HRD climate, there was a significant difference 
between shift and non shift employees irrespective of their job category. 
Vashishtha and Mishra (1999) conducted a study to explore the 
relationship between social support and organizational commitment of 
supervisors. General population form of Interpersonal Support Evaluation List 
(ISEL) developed by when Cohen, Mermelstein, Kamarch and Hoberman 
(1985) and the organizational commitment scale developed by Meyer and 
Allen (1984) were administered on a sample of 200 supervisors employed in 
Scooters India Limited, Lucknow (U.P). The result revealed that social 
support has a positive and significant relationship with the organizational 
commitment of supervisors. 
Heffner and Rentsch (2001) presented a model of organizational 
commitment proposing that social interaction influences affective 
commitment. They hypothesized that work group social interaction would 
influence work group affective commitment, social interaction and work group 
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affective commitment would independently influence organizational affective 
commitment. The path analytic results supported the hypothesized 
relationships between social interaction and affective commitment. 
Comparative analyses showed the employee's focus of commitment was 
significantly related to differences between affective & continuance 
commitment. 
Finegan (2000) explored the relationship between personal values, 
organizational values, and organizational commitment. 121 Ss from a large 
petrochemical company rated 24 values with respect to how important the 
value was to the organization. It was found that hierarchical multiple 
regression analysis found that commitment was predicted by the employee's 
perception of organizational values. Furthermore, affective, normative, and 
continuance commitment were each predicted by different clusters of values. 
It is suggested that this study highlights the importance of recognizing that 
values are multidimensional and that each value cluster may affect behaviour 
differently. 
Abdulla and Shaw (1999) examined the role of personal characteristics 
(nationality, gender, marital status, education, age, salary, tenure) in 
organizational commitment in 147 employees of the Ministry of Health in the 
United Arab Emirates. Result revealed significant relationships between 
personal characteristics and commitment. Gender, marital status, and branch 
assignment were the strongest predictors of affective commitment. 
Nationality interacts significantly with personal characteristics is predicting 
continuance and affective commitment. 
Stanley, Herscovitch and Topolnytsky (2002), by using the Meyer and 
Allen's (1991) scale contains that the three forms of commitment are related 
but distinguishable from one another as well as from job satisfaction, job 
involvement, and occupational commitment. Affective and continuance 
commitment generally con-elated as with the hypothesized antecedent 
variables. All three forms of commitment related negatively to withdrawal 
cognition and turnover, and affective commitment had the strongest and most 
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favorable correlates with organization-relevant (attendance, performance, 
and organizational citizenship behaviour) and employee relevant (stress and 
work family conflict) outcomes. 
Rhoades, Eisember and Armeli (2001), conducted three studies and 
examined the interrelationships between work experience, perceived 
organizational support (POS), affective commitment (AC), and employee 
turnover by using a sample of 367 employees drawn from a variety of 
organizations. Study (i) found that perceived organizational support mediated 
positive associations of organizational rewards, procedural justice and 
supervisor support with affective commitment. Study (2) examined changes 
of POS and AC in retail employees over a 2 year span and a 3 year span. 
POS was positively related to temporal changes in AC, suggesting that POS 
leads to affective commitment. Study 3 found a negative relationship between 
POS and subsequent voluntary employee turnover that was mediated by AC 
in retail employees. Their results suggest that favorable work conditions 
operator via POS to Increase affective commitment. 
Randall & O' Driscoli (1997), studied higher levels of calculative 
commitment In a sample of 350 employees of a 4 diary co-operatives were 
associated with organizational policies, perceived organizational values, and 
bonds to various facts of the organization. This pattern of findings was 
reversed for level of affective commitment. 
Clay and Aryee (1999) examined the generalizability of the concept of 
careerist orientation and its implications for work attitudes in a collectivist 
culture. They studied on employees (means age 31 yrs) working full time in 
Singapore completed sti-uctured questionnaires that measured these 
variables. The results supported the generalizability of careerist orientation 
across cultures and showed an absence of a moderating influence for career 
growth opportunities, suggesting that organizations cannot effectively counter 
the negative effects of careerist orientation on work attitudes. 
Sturges, Guest, Conway and Davey (2002), investigated the 
relationships between organizational and Individual career management 
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activities and organizational commitment in the early years of graduate 
careers. Data were obtained from 212 graduates (mean age 26-31 yrs). The 
findings suggested that high organizational commitment predicts the practice 
of career management activities, by graduates to further their career within 
the organization while low commitment is closely associated with behaviour 
aimed at furthering the career outside the organization. 
Hirschfeld and Field (2000) tested the proposition that identification 
with the work role and engaged in the wori<. The investigators focused on 
whether work centrality and work alienation exhibited theoretically-
meaningful, differential correlation with 6 variables (work ethic, leisure ethic, 
work locus of control) work self discipline, job involvement - role and affective 
organizational commitment. The results of the study showed that people who 
are highly committed to work not only identify with the work role; they are also 
engaged in the work itself. 
Cannon (1998) analyzed the concept of organizational commitment as 
related to personal interferences that conflict with in a sample of 300 hold 
employees. The results showed that an inverse relationship was found 
between organizational commitment and certain types of interferences, 
specially child care and medical problems. 
Cheung (2000) examined the commitment to organization in exchange 
for support from their organization. This article uses exchange theory to 
examine the reciprocal relationships between an employee's commitment to 
the employing organization and support given by the organization in the 
content of a non western society. The author found that employee's 
organizational commitment and perceived organizational support exhibited 
strong reciprocal 7 positive relationships with control for number of 
background characteristics. The author also suggested that exchange theory 
explains a large part of organizational commitment of Taiwanese employees 
like that of American employees. 
Metcalfe and Dick (2000) measured the police commitment. They 
analyzed the extent to which organizational commitment is shaped by: 
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employees experiences of the level of management support, organization 
support & performance appraisal. They found that these factors strongly 
influence at all ranks. The new findings reveal that the level of commitment 
varies according to position in the hierarchy and police commitment 
increases with tenure. 
RIketta and Landerer (2002), assumed that attitudinal organizational 
commitment (AOC) and accountability to an external audience mutually 
behaviour. These hypotheses were tested for two types of work behaviour i.e. 
in role performance and organizational citizenship behaviour. The findings 
showed that the correlation between attitudinal organizational commitment 
and in-role performance was higher for low as opposed to high accountability 
and the congelation between accountability and in-role performance was 
higher for low as opposed to higher attitudinal organizational commitment. 
Cannings (1992) conducted a study to analyze the extent to which 
corporate employees are merely attached to their firm rather than committed. 
A model of managerial loyalty was developed where loyalty was described as 
a function of percentage pay increase that an employee would require to 
leave the cunrent firm for alternative employment. This model got strong 
support during stable environment & not found strong support in case of 
turbulent environment (i.e. during privatization and deregulation). 
Cohen (1992), examined whether the relationships between 
organizational commitment and its antecedents differed across occupational 
groups. The member model focused on personal variable, while the 
organizational model focused on role related structural and work experience 
variables. The study was based on the sample group of N=98. The total 
sample was divided into two main occupational groups: white collar 
employees that were again sub divided into professionals and non 
professionals, and blue collar employees, general, the relationship between 
organizational commitment and personal antecedents representing the 
member model was stronger for blue collar and non-professional white-collar 
employees than for professional employees. For the organizational model 
differences among the occupational groups were less consistent. 
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Sharma and Pandey (1995) tested the hypothesis that the quality of 
work life (QWL) perception will show significant relationship with the 
organizational commitment of managers in India. Two hundred young 
managers (age between 25-17 yrs) were selected from five levels of the 
managerial hierarchy. Results reveal that perceptions of QWL were 
significantly and positively related to organizational commitment. Moreover, 
QWL work involvement of individual and organizational goals was found to be 
significant predictors of organizational commitment of managers. 
Casper, Martin, Buffardi and Edwins (2002) investigated the impact of 
work Interfering with family (WIF) and family interfering with work (FIW) on 
women's organizational commitment and examined both the direct and 
moderating effects of their perceived and organizational support. The study 
found that WIF was positively related to continuance commitment but 
unrelated to affective commitment. FIW was not related to either form of 
organizational commitment. 
Donald, Katheleen and Daniel (1994) studied that how family life 
influence the work behaviour. This research was undertaken to test four 
competing hypothesis about the effects of family life on a woman's job 
performance and work attitudes. They used the sample of 94 non 
professional women and they completed several work and family oriented 
questionnaires. Their managers provided job performance ratings of the four 
hypotheses tested (diffusion of energy; spillover effect; compensatory effect; 
and motherhood demands), the pattern of results best support the 
motherhood demands hypothesis. Results showed that women with children 
were significantly lower in occupational commitment relative to women 
without children. 
Clugston, Howell and Dorfman (2000) introduced a new measure of 
supervisor commitment by extending the three dimensions of organizational 
commitment by Meyer and Allen (1991) to two other foci; supervisor & work 
group. These five dimensions are as follows:- identification with supervisor, 
internalization of supervisor; extra effort for supervisor; and attachment to 
supervisor. 
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Powel and Meyer (2004), tested Becker's (1960) side -bet 
conceptualization of commitment witiiin the context of i\^eyer and Allen's 
(1991) three component model of organizational commitment. The findings of 
the study provided strong support for Becker's theory. All seven side-bet 
categories correlated significantly with a revised measure of high sacrifice 
continuance commitment, and structural equations modeling analysis 
revealed that the relations between the side bets and turnover intention were 
fully mediated by commitment. The findings also address issues pertaining to 
the dimensionality and measurement of continuance commitment and help to 
explain relations among the three components of commitment. 
Vanderberghe, Bentein and Stinglhamber (2004) conducted three 
longitudinal studies to investigate the usefulness of distinguishing among 
employees affective commitment to the organization, the supervisor, and the 
work group. Study 1, with 199 employees from various organizations, found 
that affective commitment to these entities were factorially distinct and related 
differentially distfnct and related differentially to their theorized antecedents. 
Study 2, with a diversified sample of 316 employees, showed that 
organizational commitment, (a) had an indirect effect on turnover through 
intent to quit (b) partially mediated the effect of commitment to the effect of 
commitment to the supervisor on intent to quit, and (c) completely mediated 
the affect of commitment to the work group on intent to quit. Study 3, with 
matched data collected from 194 nurses and their immediate supervisors, 
detemiined that (a) commitment to the supervisor had a direct effect on job 
performance, and (b) organizational commitment had an indirect effect on job 
performance through commitment to the supervisor. 
However, study three failed to show any effect of commitment to the 
work group on perfomiance. 
Hypothesis 
In the light ot relevant research literature reviewed and keeping the 
objectives of present research in mind, it is imperative to mention that while 
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canning out any scientific investigation there is need to formulate hypotheses 
to draw meaningful inferences concerning to the population of interest. The 
following null hypotheses were formulated, concerning our investigation 
purpose. 
Hoi. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
affective commitment for male employees. 
H02. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
affective commitment for female employees. 
H03. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
continuance commitment for male employees. 
H04. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
continuance commitment for female employees. 
H05. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
nonnative commitment for male employees. 
Hoe. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
normative commitment for female employees. 
H07. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
total work commitment for male employees. 
Hos. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
total work commitment for female employees. 
Hog. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors of 
affective commitment for older males. 
H010. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for younger males. 
H011. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for older males. 
H012. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for younger males. 
H013. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomiative commitment for older males. 
H014. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of normative commitment for younger males. 
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Hoi5. Daily hassles and extra-crganizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for older males. 
H016. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for younger males. 
H017. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for married males. 
H018. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for unmarried males. 
H019. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for married males. 
Ho2o- Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for unmarried males. 
H021. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomriative commitment for married males. 
Ho22- Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomriative commitment for unmanried males. 
H023. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for married males. 
H024. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for unmarried males. 
H025. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for high job tenure male employees. 
Ho26- Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for low job tenure male employees. 
H027. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for high job tenure male employees. 
Ho28. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for low job tenure male employees. 
Ho29. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomriative commitment for high job tenure male employees. 
Ho30. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of normative commitment for low job tenure male employees. 
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Ho31. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for high job tenure male employees. 
Ho32. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for low job tenure male employees. 
Ho33. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for older female employees. 
Ho34. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for younger female employees. 
Ho35. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for older female employees. 
Ho36. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for younger female employees. 
Ho37. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomiative commitment for older female employees. 
Ho38. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of normative commitment for younger female employees. 
Ho39. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for older female employees. 
Ho40. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for younger female employees. 
Ho41. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for married female employees. 
Ho42. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for unmanied female employees. 
Ho43. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for married females. 
Ho44. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for unmarried females. 
Ho45. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomnative commitment for married females. 
Ho46. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomiative commitment for unmarried females. 
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Ho47. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for married females. 
Ho48. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for unmanried females. 
Ho49. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for highly experienced female employees. 
Ho50. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of affective commitment for low job tenure female employees. 
Ho51. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for highly experienced females. 
Ho52. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of continuance commitment for low job tenure female employees. 
Ho53. Dally hassles and extra-organlzatlonai stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomiative commitment for high job tenure female employees. 
Ho54. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of nomiative commitment for low job tenure female employees. 
Ho55. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for high job tenure female employees. 
Ho56. Dally hassles and extra-organizational stressors would not be the predictors 
of total work commitment for low job tenure females. 
CHAPTER-3 
METHODOLOGY 
Chapter-III 
Research Methodology 
The objectives of a scientific endeavor are to ascertain facts and 
analyze tliem in an unbiased manner. In behavioural studies research design 
plays a significant role in collecting and analyzing data and drawing 
inferences. Lindquist (1956) pointed out that "the researches are designed to 
proceed in planned manner to control variance and to answer pertinent 
research questions." The design Is the general structure of the experiment 
not its specific contents. 
Myers (1980) though there are different objectives of designing of an 
experiment, but the most important function of experimental design is to 
control variance. 
Mohsin (1984) opines that "research design depicts the plan which states the 
relation between observed facts and events on the basis of which conclusion 
could be drawn". Main function of experimental designs is to maximize the 
effects of systematic variance, control extraneous source of variance, and 
minimize error variance (Broota, 1989). 
Several methodological approaches and designs have been developed 
and discussed (Fergusan, 1981) but the choice of appropriate design 
depends upon the special characteristics and avail of the sample, nature of 
measuring instruments and restraints regarding the manipulation of variables 
being studied. Thus, the choice of method is govemed by the aims of the 
study, the variables under Investigation and the nature of the data. 
It is customary in physical sciences to describe, explain, predict and 
control the phenomena with which they dial. The behavioural sciences 
attempt to describe behavior in a similar manner. For a scientific endeavor, 
as recognized by all sciences, is to use observation as a basis for answering 
questions of interest (Festinger and Katz, 1953; Selltiz et. al, 1964; 
Underwood, 1957). 
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In other words we can say that scientists ascertain facts and analyze them in 
an unbiased manner to draw conclusion. Research design obviously plays a 
significant role in inference making using behavioural observations on a 
limited number of subjects and making decisions or predictions about the 
behaviour of the large group represented by these subjects Edwards (1956), 
believed that "in research we do not haphazardly make observations of any 
and all kinds but rather our attention is directed towards those observations 
that we believe to be relevant to the questions we have previously 
formulated". His contention reflects the point that researches should be well 
planned and must be earned out using sound means and techniques for 
investigations. 
In the chapter one the variables that have to be studied are daily 
hassles, extra-organizational stressors and work-commitment. 
Tools Used To measure the above mentioned variables the researcher 
made the use of the following measuring devices. 
Daily Hassles Scale In order to measure daily hassles we used the Daily 
Hassles scale developed and standardized by Kanner et al (1981). The 
original scale consisted of 117 items. The pilot study was conducted and after 
item analysis only 74 items were found significant for Indian sample. It 
includes the areas of work, health, family, friends, environment, practical 
consideration and occurrences as guidelines, e.g. misplacing and losing 
things, declining physical abilities, not enough time for family, concems about 
owing money, and pollution. Each event ranges from minor annoyances to 
major problems or difficulties. Events occunred few or many times in the past 
month are given in the scale. The three point scales and subscales are 
ranged from somewhat severe (1), moderately severe (2), or extremely 
severe (3). 
SOCIAL AND FAMILY ROLE STRESS: 
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Extraorganizational stressors have been measured by a scale 
developed by Vadra and Akhtar (1990). This scale consisted of 25-items with 
a 5-point rating scale. There were 9 factors were labeled according to the 
factor loadings. Factors included in the scale were : Factor (1), role related 
tension; Factor (2), untrustworthy colleagues; Factor (3), bleak future; Factor 
(4), lack of family support; Factor (5), adverse effect on health; Factor (6), 
family responsibilities; Factor (7), underpaid, Factor (8), Foregoing career 
development. Opportunities and Factor (9), unsuitable job the split half 
reliability of the scale was found to be 0.81. The validation techniques used 
were intemal coefficient and construct validity. The SFRS scale is a reliable 
and valid instrument for measuring the role stress emanating from family and 
social situations. 
WORK-COMMITMENT SCALE:-
In order to assess the level of employee's work commitment 
investigator made the use of Work-Commitment Scale developed by Imtiaz 
(2000). This scale consist of 15-items related to work-commitment and is 7-
point scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). This 
scale is based on three dimensions given by Meyer and Allen (1991), viz. 
(i) Affective commitment which involver employee's emotional attachment 
to identification and involvement with organization, 
(ii) Continuance Commitment, which refers to commitment based on cost 
that employees associate with leaving the organization and 
(iii) Normative refers to employee's feeling of obligation to stay with 
organizations. The reliability of this scale was found by the application 
of split half technique, and it was found to be (r=0.80) and the validity 
of this scale was found (r=0.76). 
SAMPLE 
The sample was randomly selected from a large population of employees 
working in Maulana Azad Liberary, Administrative Block, and other offices of 
the university. The total strength of the sample was constituted 200, of which 
100 were males and 100 females. In the processing of the samples, it was 
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further divided on the basis of marital status, work experience, and age. Male 
subjects whose age was less than42 years were considered as younger and 
the subjects whose age was above 42 years were considered as older. 
Female subjects whose age was less than 35 years were considered as 
younger and the subjects whose age was above 35 years were considered 
as older. As far as job experience is concerned, the subjects(male)having 
more than 18 years job experience were classified into high job tenure 
category and the subjects having less than 18 years experience were 
classified into low job tenure. Female subjects having work experience more 
than 8 years classified into high job tenure category and the less than 8 years 
experience were classified into low job tenure. According to the marital status 
the subjects were divided into married and unmamed. Thus in the sample of 
100 male employees, there were 49 younger and 48 older, 44 highly 
experienced and 45 low experienced, 60 mam'ed and 40 unmarried subjects. 
In the sample of 100 females, there were 49 younger and 45 older, 46 highly 
experienced and 49 low experienced, 60 married and 40 unmarried subjects. 
PROCEDURE:-
The subjects were tested individually. In the beginning care was taken 
to remove the apprehensions of the subjects regarding the study. Most of 
them thought that it is a govemment projects and they will get some monitory 
benefit by participating in it. However, it was classified that this work is purely 
for research purpose in order to accomplish the PhD thesis and it was not 
affiliated to any government agency. It was also assured to the subject about 
the confidentiality of their responses, and was requested to extend their full 
cooperation. 
Instructions of each scale were cieariy mention before administering the 
scale. 
Eariier we have mentioned the necessary of reliability and validity for 
the test used. The extraorganizational stressors scale has been developed in 
Indian by Vadra and Akhtar (1981). Now the two tests have been used which 
were developed outside India. We have tried to determine the efficacy of 
44 
these tests for the suitability to be used in India. For this purpose a pilot study 
was conducted. 
PILOT STUDY:-
For pilot study a sample of 50 subjects was randomly rejected from 
employees working in different faculties. Kenner's scale had 117 items. In 
order to calculate discriminative value of each item, high and low scoring 
respondents were selected on the basis of Qi and Q3, The frequency of 
respondents falling below Qi, were labeled as low scoring where as those 
falling above Q3, were designated as high scoring. The discriminatory index 
of each item falling in 50 was not included for scoring. The result showed that 
significant differences were observed. 
Table is showing difference between the mean score of Male and Females 
on Daily Hassles:-
Sample 
Males 
Females 
Mean 
9.25 
9.30 
S.D. 
5.40 
4.73 
t-value 
2.12 
P 
.05 
Sig. 
The result shown in the Table indicating mean, S.D and t-value of male 
and females on daily hassles. The Man and S.D. scores of males and 
females are 9.25 and 5.40, 9.30, and 4.73 respectively. The calculated T-
value of the two groups is 2.12 that is significant at 0.5 level. 
Similar procedure was adopted for calculating discriminative value of 
each item of the work-Commitment scale was used by Imtiaz (2000), who 
used the scale in her PhD thesis (this scale was used by Imtiaz after 
necessary modification). 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
The choice of a statistical method is linked to the type of data and the 
design of the study. In the present study there are two independent variables, 
namely daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors and one dependent 
variable i.e., work commitment. Regression is considered to be the most 
suitable and useful technique because it ascertains the influence of several 
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independent variables on the dependent one (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). 
Through this technique we are able to find out which independent variables 
are the significant predictors of the criterion or dependent variable. Another 
advantage is that there exists no necessity of selecting uncorrelated 
independent variables. Moreover, multiple regression technique relates 
independent to dependent variable in a manner which takes interactive 
effects into account. 
There are three major analytic strategies in multiple regression namely: 
Standard, Hierarchical, and Stepwise Regression. To simply assess 
relationships among variables and answer the basic question of multiple 
correlation, the method of choice would be standard multiple regression. In 
hierarchical regression the researcher controls the entry of variables Into the 
regression equation on the basis of logical or theoretical considerations. 
While in stepwise regression the order of entry of variables is based on 
statistical rather than theoretical criteria. Reasons for using these methods 
might be theoretical or for development of hypotheses. 
In the present piece of research, we have made use of Standard 
Multiple Regression. This simultaneous or standard strategy calls for entry of 
all the independent variables into the regression equation at once. Each 
independent variable is assessed as if it had entered the regression after all 
other independent variables had been entered. Each independent variable, 
then can be evaluated in terms of what it adds to prediction of the dependent 
variable, over and above the predictability afforded by all the other 
independent variables. 
CHAPTER - 4 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Chapter IV 
Results and Discussion 
In the present research, there were two independent variables viz. Daily 
hassles, Extra-organizational stressors, and one dependent variable, namely 
Work commitment .We have measured work commitment with respect to its 
three facets, viz. affective, continuance, and normative commitment. Overall 
work commitment is also measured. In view of the main objectives of the 
research, the data were analyzed by means of Multiple Regression Analysis. 
Table 1(a) 
Analysis of Variance for the Regression 
Sources df Sum of Squares 
Mean 
Squares F-value 
Attributable to Regression 2 319.304 159.652 5.01 <.01 
Deviation from Regression 97 3070.805 31.657 
Total 99 3390.110 
Table 1 (a), indicates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .306 
and F value is 5 .01, which is significant at .01 level. 
Table 1(b) 
Multiple Regression of affective commitment for male as a function of daily hassles 
and extra-Organizational Stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational Stressors 
Mean 
41.50 
87.86 
SD 
25.71 
13.13 
r 
-0.063 
0.305 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.006 
0.139 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.023 
0.045 
t-value 
0.287 
3.10 
17.25 
5.62 
0.306 
0.093 
9.36 
Dependent variable-
Affective work commitment Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R^ 
Percentage 
Table 1 (b), indicates R ^ which represents the contribution of criterion 
variable to the predicted variable. The value of R ^ =.093 and the covariance 
that is the magnitude of the independent variable that contributed to the 
dependent variable is 9.36%.The correlation of daily hassles and affective 
commitment is r = -.063, which shows insignificant negative relationship. It 
means that daily hassles negatively influence the level of affective 
commitment of male employees. As the daily hassles scores increases the 
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level of work commitment decreases. The t-value (.287) shows insignificant 
difference between the scores of daily hassles and affective commitment. On 
the other hand, extraorganizational stressors show positive correlation with 
affective commitment i.e. r = .305 .The extra-organizational stressors 
significantly influence the degree of affective commitment. The results might 
be interpreted that as the extra-organizational stressors increases, the level 
of affective commitment also increases. The t-value of the two variables was 
found to be significant at 0.01 level. From the results it can be interpreted 
that affective commitment can be significantly predicted by extra-
organizational stressors. Hoi is partially rejected that extra-organizational 
stressors emerge as one of the significant predictors of the affective 
commitment for male employees. 
Table 2 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources df Sum of Mean F-value P 
Squares Squares 
Attributable to Regression 2 77.63 38.815 1.83 >.01 
Deviation from Regression 97 2053.60 21.171 
Total 99 2131.23 
Table 2 (a), observes that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .190 
and F value is 1 .83, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 2 (b) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for females as a function of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD 
Daily Hassles 53.91 33.21 
Extra Organizational 86.80 12.97 
Stressors 
pendent variable-Affective commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
r 
-0.155 
0.168 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.013 
0.044 
24.63 
4.60 
0.190 
0.036 
3.61 
Std. En-or 
of Reg 
0.015 
0.039 
t-value 
0.89 
1.11 
Table 2 (b), highlights the value of R ^ .036 and overall covariance 
contributed 3.61%. The correlation of daily hassles and affective commitment is r = -
.155, which shows insignificant positive relationship. It means that daily hassles 
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influence the level of affective commitment of female employees. The t-value (.89) 
shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and affective 
commitment. On the other hand, extraorganizational stressors show positive 
insignificant correlation with affective commitment i .e. r= .168 .The extra-
organizational stressors insignificantly influence the degree of affective 
commitment. The t-value (1.11), which is found to be insignificant at .01 level. H02 is 
accepted that daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as 
significant predictors of the affective commitment for female employees 
Table-3(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
« J, Sum of Mean r- , o 
^ ° " ^^^^ ^ squares Squares ^'^^'"^ ^ 
Attributable To Regression 2 214.293 107.146 4.03 <.01 
Deviation from Regression 97 2577.816 26.575 
Total 99 2792.110 
As shown in Table 3(a) the multiple conrelation value (R), is found to be .277 and F 
value is 4 .03, which is significant at .01 level. 
Table 3 (b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for males as a function of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
./ . . , 7M ^^^^^ Reg. Std. Error '. '. 
Variables Mean SD r ^ J ^ ^^^^^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 41.50 25.71 -0.043 0.008 0.02 0.393 
Extraorganizational g^ gg .,3 .jg Q274 0.115 0.04 2.803 
Stressors 
Dependent variable- Continuance commitment 
Intercept 9.320 
Std. Error of Estimate 5.155 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.277 
Std error of estimate 5.155 
Table 3(a), reveals the value of R ^  .215 and overall covariance contributed 
21.5%. The correlation of daily hassles and continuance commitment is r =- .043, 
which shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of continuance commitment of male employees .As 
the daily hassles scores increases the level of work commitment decreases .The 
t-value(.393) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and 
continuance commitment .On the other hand, extra-organizational stressors show 
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positive correlation with continuance commitment i.e., r=.274. The extra-
organizational stressors significantly influence the degree of continuance 
commitment .The results might be interpreted that as the extra-organizational 
stressors increases, the level of continuance commitment also increases. The 
t-value (2.80) of the two variables was found to be significant at .01 level .From the 
results it can be interpreted that continuance commitment can be significantly 
predicted by extra-organizational stressors among male employees, so the H03 is 
partially rejected. 
Table 4(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable to Regression 
Deviation from Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
97 
99 
Sum of 
Squares 
0.808 
2817.43 
2818.23 
Mean 
Squares 
0.404 
29.045 
F-value 
0.013 
P 
>.01 
Table 4(a), shows that the multiple correlation value (R), is found to be .016, and F 
value is .013, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 4(b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment 
for males as a function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
53.91 
86.80 
SD 
33.21 
12.97 
r 
0.016 
-0.009 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0,002 
-0.001 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.01 
0.04 
t-value 
0.136 
0.024 
Dependent variable-Continuance commitment 
Intercept 18.72 
Std. Error of Estimate 5.38 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.016 
R2 0.0002 
Percentage 0.025 
Table 4(b), indicates the value of R ^ .0002 and overall covariance contributed 
025%. The correlation of daily hassles and continuance commitment is r = - .016, 
shows insignificant positive relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the 
level of continuance commitment of female employees. The t -value (.136) which is 
found to be insignificant at .01 level. Extra-organizational stressors show negative 
insignificant correlation with continuance commitment i .e. r= - .009. The t-value 
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(.024) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 levels. H04 is 
accepted that daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as 
significant predictors of the continuance commitment for female employees 
Table 5(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sum of Mean ^., , _, 
Sources df Squares Squares ^'^^'"^ ^ 
Attributable To Regression 2 328.273 164.136 5.63 <.01 
Deviation From Regression 97 2824.484 29.11 
Total 99 3152.758 
Table 5(a), reveals that the multiple congelation (R), is found to be .322and F value 
is 5 .63, which is significant at .01 level. 
Table 5(b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for male as a function of daily hassles 
and extraorganizational stressors. 
Variables Mean SD r g^^|^ ^g-^^J^^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 41.50 25.7 -0.020 0.017 0.022 0.782 
Extra Organizational g^ gg ^3^3 Q3^3 Q^^ QQ43 335^ 
Stressors 
Dependent Variable-Nomriative Commitment 
Intercept 15.386 
Std. Error of Estimate 5.396 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.322 
R2 0.103 
Percentage 10.36 
Table 5(b), reveals the value of R^  = .103 and overall covariance contributed 
10.36%. the correlation of daily hassles and normative commitment is r = - .02, 
which shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of nonnative commitment of male employees .As the 
daily hassles scores increases the level of nomnative commitment decreases. The 
t-value (.782) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and 
normative commitment. As far as, extra-organizational stressors are concerned, 
they show positive correlation with normative commitment i.e., r= .313. The 
extraorganizational stressors significantly influence the degree of normative 
commitment. The results might be interpreted that as the extraorganizational 
stressors increases, the level of normative work commitment also increases. The 
t-value (3.35) of the two variables was found to be significant at .01 level. From the 
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results it can be interpreted that normative work commitment can be significantly 
predicted by extraorganizational stressors among male employees. Null hypothesis 
H05 is found to be partially rejected. 
Table 6 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable to Regression 
Deviation from Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
97 
99 
Sum of 
Squares 
21.74 
2468.25 
2490 00 
Mean 
Squares 
10.87 
25.44 
F-Value 
0.42 
P 
>01 
Table 6 (a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .09, and F 
value is .42, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 6 (b) 
Multlpie regression of normative commitment for female as a function of daily 
hassles and extraorganizational stressors 
variables Mean SD r ^^^^ ^ ^ f ^ g " " t-value 
Daily Hassles 53.91 33.21 -0.085 -0.010 0.017 059 
Stresso"r?^"'^^*'°"^' ^^'^^ ''^•^^ ° ° ^ ' ' ^^""^ ° ° ^ ^ °-^^ 
Dependent Variable-Nomnative Commitment 
Intercept 26.95 
Std. Error of Estimate 5.04 
Multiple Con-elation (R) 0.09 
R2 0.008 
Percentage 0.86 
Table 6 (b), evaluates reveals the value of R ^ .008 and overall covariance 
contributed. 86%. The con-elation r =.085 of daily hassles and normative 
commitment which shows the insignificant negative relationship. It means that daily 
hassles influence the level of normative commitment of female employees. The 
t-value (.59) which is found to be insignificant at .01 level. Extra-organizational 
stressors show positive insignificant correlation with normative work commitment 
i.e., r= -.071. The t-value (.36) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at 
.01 level. Hoe is accepted that daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did 
not emerge as significant predictors of the nonnative commitment for female 
employees. 
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Table 7 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable to Regression 
Deviation from Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
97 
99 
Sum of 
Squares 
2553.159 
15739.801 
8292.960 
Mean 
Squares 
1276.579 
162.265 
F-value 
7.86 
P 
<.01 
Table 7(a), reveals that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be (.139) and F 
value is 7 .86, which is significant at .01 level. 
Table 7 (b) 
Multiple regression of total woric commitment for male as a function of daily hassles 
and extraorganizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
41.50 
87.86 
SD 
25.7 
13.13 
r 
-0.052 
0.369 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.032 
0.400 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.052 
0.101 
t-value 
0.617 
3.927 
Dependent Variable-Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 41.965 
Std. Error of Estimate 2.738 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.37 
R2 0.139 
Percentage 13.91 
Table 7(b), reveals evaluates reveals the value of R^  = .139 and overall covariance 
contributed 13.91%. the corelation of daily hassles and total work commitment is 
r = -.052, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of total work commitment of male employees .As the 
daily hassles scores increases the level of total work commitment decreases .The t-
value (.617) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and 
total work commitment. As far as, extra-organizational stressors are concerned, 
there is positive correlation is emei^ed between total work commitment and extra-
organizational stressors i.e., r = .369. The extra-organizational stressors 
significantly influence the degree of total work commitment .The results might be 
interpreted that as the extraorganizational stressors increases, the level of total 
work commitment also increases .The t-value of the two variables was found to be 
(3.92<.01 level) .From the results it can be interpreted that total work commitment 
can be significantly predicted by extra organizational stressors among male 
employees, so the null hypothesis H07 is partially rejected. 
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Table 8(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
97 
99 
Sum of 
Squares 
158.28 
13970.71 
14129.00 
Mean 
Squares 
79.14 
144.02 
F-value 
0.549 
P 
>.01 
Table 8(a), shows the multiple correlation(R).105 and this multiple correlation 
yielded and F value .549 Is found to be insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 8(b) 
IMuitipie regression of total work commitment for female as a function of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
53.91 
86.80 
SD 
33.21 
12.97 
r 
-0.08 
0.09 
Reg. 
Coeff. 
-0.21 
0.059 
Std. En-or 
of Reg 
0.040 
0.104 
t-value 
0.53 
0.56 
Dependent Variable-Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 70.31 
Std. En-or of Estimate 12.00 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.105 
R2 0.011 
Percentage 1.102 
Table 8(a), shows the value of R^  .011 and overall covariance contributed 1.1%. 
The correlation of daily hassles and total work commitment is r = -.08, shows 
insignificant negative relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the level of 
total work commitment of female employees. The t-value (.53) shows insignificant 
difference between the scores of daily hassles and total work commitment 
.Extraorganizational stressors show positive insignificant correlation with total work 
commitment i.e., r = -.09. The t-value (.56) of the two variables was found to be 
insignificant at .01 levels among female employees, so the Hos was accepted. 
Analysis 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Of 
Table 9(a) 
variance for the 
df 
2 
45 
47 
Sum of 
Squares 
91.610 
1236.057 
1327.667 
regression 
J^^^"" F-value Squares 
45.805 1.667 
27.467 
P 
>.01 
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Table 9 (a) indicates tliat the multiple correlation is found to be .262 and F value is 1 
.66, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 9(b) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for older males as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD R g^f^ ^'^^-^^^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 38.97 25.57 -0.066 0.002 0.031 0.066 
St?essorf"'^^*'°"^' ^^'^^ ^^' '^ ^'^^^ ° ° ^ ^ ° ° ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ 
Dependent Variable- Affective Commitment 
Intercept 21.618 
Std. Enror of Estimate 5.240 
Multiple Con-elation (R) 0.262 
R2 0.068 
Percentage 6.8 
Table 9 (b), indicates the value of R^  = .068 and overall covariance contributed 
6.8%. The correlation of dally hassles and affective commitment is r = -.066, shows 
insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles negatively influence 
the level of affective commitment of older male employees .As the daily hassles 
scores increases the level of work commitment decreases. The t-value (.06) shows 
insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and affective wori< 
commitment. On the other hand, extra-organizational stressors show positive 
correlation with affective commitment i.e., r =.262. The extra-organizational 
stressors significantly influence the degree of affective commitment. The results 
might be interpreted that as the extra-organizational stressors increases, the level of 
affective commitment also increases .The t-value (1.76) of the two variables was 
found to be insignificant at .01 level, that accept the null hypothesis viz. Hog. 
Table 10 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable to Regression 
Deviation from Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
46 
48 
Sum of 
Squares 
168.436 
1519.563 
1688.00 
Mean 
Squares 
84.21 
33.03 
F-value 
2.54 
P 
<.01 
Table 10(a) observes that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .0 .31 Sand F 
value is 2 .54, which is significant at .01 level 
/
. ..an^ Azad/,^^K. 
I awe 10(D) — \ / i . ^ 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for younger jha^i 
hassles and exra-organizationai stressors 
Variables Mean SD r ^^ 9^  ^^'of^^.J:^ 
Daily Hassles 43.91 25.49 -0.013 -0.013 0.033 0.385 
Stressore^"'^^*'°"^' ^^'^^ ^^'^^ ^'^^^ °-^^'' ° ° ^ ' ' ^^^ 
Dependent Variable- Affective Commitment 
Intercept 19.74 
Std. Enror of Estimate 5.74 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.315 
R2 0.09 
Percentage 9.92 
Table 10(b) indicates the value of R^=.09 and overall covariance contributed 
9.92%. The correlation of dally hassles and affective commitment is r = - .013, 
shows insignificant negative relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the 
level of affective commitment of younger male employees .t-value shows 
insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and affective 
commitment .On the other hand, extra-organizational stressors show positive 
significant correlation with affective commitment i.e., r = 3.11 .The extra-
organizational stressors significantly influence the degree of affective commitment. 
The t-value of the two variables was found to be (2.02) significant at .01 level. It can 
be said that extra-organizational stressors significantly contributes to the prediction of 
affective commitment for the younger male employees, so the null hypothesis Hoio is 
found to be partially rejected. 
Table-11(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable to regression 
Deviation from regression 
Total 
df 
2 
45 
47 
Sum of 
Squares 
18.660 
1026.818 
1045.479 
Mean 
Squares 
9.330 
22.818 
F-value 
0.408 
P 
>.01 
Table 11 (a) indicates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .133 and F is 
.408, which Is insignificant at .01 level 
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Table 11(b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for older males as a function of daily 
hassles and extraorganizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extraoiganizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
38.97 
88.85 
SD 
25.57 
14.10 
r 
-0.083 
0.125 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.008 
0.037 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.028 
0.051 
t-value 
0.314 
0.721 
Dependent Variable-Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 17.437 
Std. En-or of Estimate 4.776 
Multiple Congelation (R) 0.133 
R2 0.017 
Percentage 1.768 
Table 11(b) indicates the value of R^ = .017 and overall covariance 
contributed 1.76%. The correlation of daily hassles and continuance 
commitment is r = -0 .083, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that 
daily hassles negatively influence the level of continuance commitment of older 
male employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of continuance 
commitment decreases .t-value shows(.314) insignificant difference between the 
scores of daily hassles and continuance commitment .On the other hand, extra-
organizational stressors show positive correlation continuance commitment i.e., r 
=.125 .The extra-organizational stressors insignificantly influence the degree of 
continuance commitment .The results might be interpreted that as the extra-
organizational stressors increases, the level of continuance commitment also 
increases .The t-value (.721 )of the two variables was found to be insignificant at 
.01 level .The null hypothesis Hon is accepted that daily hassles and extra-
organizational stressors did not emerge as significant predictors of the continuance 
commitment for the older male employees 
Analysis 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Table 12(a) 
of variance for the 
df 
2 
46 
48 
Sum of 
Squares 
374.52 
1153.88 
1528.40 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
187.26 
25.08 
F-value 
7.46 
P 
.<01 
Table 11 (a) indicates that the multiple correlation is found to be.495and F is 7 .46, 
which is significant at 0.01 level 
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Table 12(b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for younger males as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r g g „ SM.E^or ,.^^,^ 
Daily Hassles 53.40 32.63 0.150 0.010 0.026 0.395 
Stressore^"*^^"""^' ^3-22 12.85 -0.225 -0.084 0.068 1.231 
Dependent Variable-Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 0.317 
Std. Enror of Estimate 5.00 
Multiple Con-elation (R) 0.495 
R2 0.245 
Percentage 24.50 
Above Table show the value of R^=.245 and overall covarlance contributed 
24.50%. The correlation of daily hassles and continuance commitment is r = -
.150, shows insignificant positive relationship. It means that daily hassles influence 
the level of continuance work commitment of younger male employees. The t-value 
(.395) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and 
continuance commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show negative significant 
correlation with continuance commitment i.e. r=-.225. The t-value of the two 
variables was found to be (1.23) insignificant at .01 level. Insignificant t-values 
indicate that individual variables have not emerges significant predictors of 
continuance commitment for younger males, so the null hypothesis H012 is rendered 
to be rejected. 
Table 13 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
_ .- Sum of Mean j . , Sources df ci„..^.«„ c«,,oroo F-value 
Squares Squares Attributable To Regression 2 190.133 95.066 3.03 
Deviation From Regression 45 1411.345 31.363 
Total 47 1601.479 
P 
<.01 
The above table reveals that the multiple correlation value(R), is found to be .344 
and F value is 3 .03, which Is significant at .01 level. 
58 
Table 13 (b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for older males as a function of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
variables Mean SD r ^^^ ^ tdBror ^.^^.^^ 
Daily Hassles 38.97 25.57 -0.107 -0.001 0.033 0.058 
St?essore^"'^^"°"^' ^^-^^ ^^•''° ° - ^ ^•'"^^ ° ° ^ ° 2.340 
Dependent Variable-Normative Commitment 
Intercept 17.106 
Std. Error of Estimate 5.600 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.344 
R^  0.118 
Percentage 11.83 
Further analysis reveals the value of R^  = .118 and overall covariance contributed 
11.83%. The correlation of daily hassles and nomiative commitment is r = - .107, 
shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles negatively 
influence the level of normative commitment of older male employees .As the daily 
hassles scores increases the level of nomnative work commitment decreases .The t-
value (.058) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and 
nomfiative commitment . As far as, extra-organizational stressors are concerned, 
they show positive correlation with normative commitment i .e r= .344 .The extra-
organizational stressors significantly influence the degree of nomnative commitment. 
The results might be interpreted that as the extra-organizational stressors 
increases, the level of nomiative commitment also increases. The t-value of the two 
variables was found to be (2.34) significant at .01 level .Results can be interpreted 
that normative commitment can be predicted by extra-organizational stressors, so 
the Hoi3 is partially rejected. 
Analysis 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Table 14(a) 
of variance for the 
df 
2 
46 
48 
Sum of 
Squares 
138.85 
1804.25 
1243.10 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
69.42 
24.00 
F-value 
2.89 
P 
<.01 
Tabie 14(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .334, and F 
value is 2 .89, which is significant at .01 level 
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Table 14(b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for younger males as a function of 
daily hassles and extraorganizational stressors 
VarialHas Mean SD , g g ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Daily Hassles 43.91 25.49 0.066 0.032 0.028 1.129 
Extra OiBanizational ^^^ , ^^3 ^,^95 o.123 0.052 2.35 
Stressors 
Dependent Variable- Normative Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
16.29 
4.89 
0.334 
0.11 
11.15 
Further analysis reveals the value of R^  =.11 and overall covarlance 
contributed 11.15%. The correlation of daily hassles and normative 
commitment is r = .066, shows insignificant positive relationship. It means 
that daily hassles influence the level of nomiative commitment of younger 
male employees. The t-value (1.12) shows insignificant difference between 
the two variables. Extra-organizational stressors show positive significant 
correlation with normative commitment i .e. r = - .295. The t = 2.35, of the two 
variables which is significant at .01 level. The results can be interpreted that 
extra-organizational stressors are the significant predictor of normative 
commitment among younger males, so the null hypothesis Ho^ Is partially 
rejected. 
Analysis 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Table 15 (a) 
of variance for the 
^ Sum of 
Squares 
2 752.986 
45 7158.679 
47 7911.66 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
376.193 
159.081 
F-value 
2.36 
P 
<01 
Table 15(a), reveals that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be (.308) and F 
value Is (2 .36), which is significant at .01 level 
60 
Table 15(b) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for older males as a function of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r ^^^ ^ S R ^ ° ' t-va'"^ 
Daily Hassles 38.97 25.57 -0.104 -0.008 0.075 0.117 
Extra-organizational Stressors 88.85 14.10 0.308 0.278 0.136 2.04 
Dependent Variable-Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 56.162 
Std. Error of Estimate 12.61 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.308 
R2 0.094 
Percentage 9.48 
Further analysis shows the value of R^  =.094 and the covariance is 
9.48%.The correlation of daily hassles and total work commitment is r = - .104, 
shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles negatively 
influence the level of total work commitment of older male employees .As the daily 
hassles scores increases the level of total work commitment decreases. The t-value 
(.117) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and total 
work commitment. As far as, extra-organizational stressors are concerned, there is 
positive correlation is emerged between total work commitment and extra-
organizational stressors i.e., r=.308 .The extra-organizational stressors significantly 
influence the degree of total work commitment .The results might be interpreted that 
as the extra-organizational stressors increases, the level of total work commitment 
also increases .The t-value of the two variables was found to be (2.04) significant at 
.01 level .It can be said that total wori< commitment can be predicted by extra-
organizational stressors for older male employees, so the null hypothesis H015 is 
partially rejected. 
Tableie (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
46 
48 
Sum of 
Squares 
1801.09 
6731.16 
8532.24 
Mean 
Squares 
900.53 
146.32 
F-value 
6.15 
P 
<.01 
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Table 16(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation value(R), is found to be .459, 
and F is 6 .15, which is significant at .01 level 
Table 16(b) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for younger males as a function of 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
variables Mean SD r g ^ ^ ^td. Error ^.^^,^^ 
Dally Hassles 43.91 25.49 -0.014 0.063 0.071 0.891 
Extra-organizational Stressors 86.26 14.13 0.044 0.452 0.128 3.506 
Dependent Variable - Total -Work Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Congelation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
5.72 
2.09 
0.459 
0.21 
21.06 
Further analysis shows the value of R^  =.21 and covariance 21.06%. The 
correlation of daily hassles and total work commitment is r = - .014, shows 
insignificant negative relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the level of 
total work commitment of female employees .The t-value (.891) shows insignificant 
difference between the scores of daily hassles and total work commitment .Extra-
organizational stressors show positive significant correlation with total work 
commitment I .e ., r = - .044 . The t-value (3.50) of the two variables was found to 
be significant at .01 level among younger male employees it means that total work 
commitment could be significantly predicted by extra-organizational stressors 
among the younger males, so the Hoie is partially rejected. 
Table 17 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
57 
59 
Sum of 
Squares 
259.11 
1732.81 
1991.93 
Mean 
Squares 
129.55 
30.40 
F-value 
4.26 
P 
<01 
Table 17(a), indicates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .360 and F 
value is 4.26, which is significant at .01 level. 
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Table 17 (b) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for married males as a function of 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
variables Mean SD r g g ^ ^ g g ^ " ^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 39.35 24.89 -0.137 -0.003 0.030 0.10 
Extra Organizational Stressors 87.75 13.65 0.360 0.151 0.056 2.70 
Dependent Variable-Affective Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
16.82 
5.51 
0.36 
0.12 
12.96 
TablelT (b), represents the value of R^=.12 and covariance 12.96L%.The 
correlation of daily hassles and affective commitment is r= -.137, shows insignificant 
negative relationship .It means that daily hassles negatively influence the level of 
affective commitment of married male employees .As the daily hassles scores 
increases the level of work commitment decreases. The t-value (.10) shows 
insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and affective 
commitment .On the other hand, extra-organizational stressors shows positive 
correlation with affective work commitment i.e. r=.360. The extra-organizational 
stressors significantly influence the degree of affective commitment .The results 
might be interpreted that as the extra-organizational stressors increases, the level of 
affective commitment also increases .The t-value of the two variables was found to 
be 2.70 which is significant at .01 level. It can be interpreted that null hypothesis 
Hoi7 is partially rejected because extra-organizational stressors emerge as 
predictor of affective commitment for married male employees. 
Table 18(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
37 
39 
Sum of 
Squares 
58.91 
1107.03 
1165.97 
Mean 
Squares 
29.47 
29.91 
F-value 
0.98 
P 
>01 
Above Table reveals the multiple correlation (R), is found to be 0 .224and F value is 
.98, which is insignificant at .01 level 
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Table 18(b) 
Multitiple regression of affective commitment for unmarried males as a function of 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD Reg. Std. Error 
Coeff of Reg t-value 
Daily Hassles 45.42 26.30 0.024 0.016 0.034 0.48 
Extra Organizational Stressors 87.87 12.54 0.210 0.100 0.072 1.39 
Dependent Variable- Affective Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
20.88 
5.46 
0.224 
0.050 
5.00 
The perusal of Table 18 (b) indicates that the value of R^  =.05 and the covariance 
was found to be 5%. The correlation of daily hassles and affective commitment is r 
= .024, shows insignificant positive relationship. It means that daily hassles 
Influence the level of affective work commitment of unmarried male employees. The 
t-value (.48) shows Insignificant the two variables. On the other hand, extra-
organizational stressors show positive significant correlation with affective 
commitment i .e r = .210 .The extra-organizational stressors significantly influence 
the degree of affective commitment. The t- value of the two variables (1.39) was 
found to be Insignificant at .01 level. Null hypothesis Hoi8 is found to be accepted. 
Table 19(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
57 
59 
Sum of 
Squares 
3.268 
1748.66 
1781.93 
Mean 
Squares 
16.63 
30.67 
F-value 
0.542 
P 
>.01 
Table 19(a), Indicates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .136 and F is 
.542, which is insignificant at .01 level 
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Table 19(b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for married males as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r 
Daily Hassles 39.35 24.89 -0.064 
Extra Organizational Stressors 87.75 13.65 0.135 
Dependent Variable-Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
Percentage 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.004 
0.128 
5.26 
5.53 
0.136 
0.018 
1.84 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.030 
0.056 
t-value 
0.141 
0.91 
Table 19(b), indicates the correlation of daily hassles and continuance commitment 
is r = - .064, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of continuance commitment of married male 
employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of continuance work 
commitment decreases . The t-value(.141) shows insignificant difference between 
the scores of daily hassles and continuance commitment .On the other hand, extra-
organizational stressors show positive correlation with continuance work 
commitment i .e ., r = .135 .The extra-organizational stressors insignificantly 
influence the degree of continuance commitment .The results might be interpreted 
that as the extra-organizational stressors increases, the level of continuance 
commitment also increases .The t-value (.91) of the two variables was found to be 
insignificant at .01 level. The value of R^  = .018 and the covariance is found to be 
1.84%. From the results it can be said that null hypothesis H019 is accepted. 
Table 20 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources df 
Attributable To Regression 2 
Deviation From Regression 37 717.78 19.39 
Total 39 975.90 
Table 20(a), shows that the multiple con-elation (R), is found to be .514, and F 
value is 6 .65, which is significant at .01 level 
Sum of 
Squares 
258.11 
Mean 
Squares 
129.05 
F-value 
6.65 
P 
<.01 
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Table 20 (b) 
MuKiple regression of continuance commitment for unmarried males as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Reg. Std. Error 
Variables Mean SD r t-value 
Coeff of Reg 
Daily Hassles 45.42 26.30 0.006 0.025 0.027 0.933 
Extra Organizational Stressors 87.85 12.54 0.49 0.211 0.058 3.64 
Dependent Variable-Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
0.294 
4.40 
0.514 
0.264 
26.41 
Table 20(b), shows the value of R^  =.264correlation of daily hassles and 
continuance commitment is r =-.006, shows insignificant positive relationship. It 
means that daily hassles influence the level of continuance commitment of 
unmarried male employees. The t-value (.933) shows insignificant. Extra-
organizational stressors show positive significant correlation with continuance 
commitment i .e. r = .49. The t-value (3.64) of the two variables was found to be 
significant at .01 level it means that extra-organizational stressors emerged as 
significant predictors of continuance commitment among the unmarried male 
employees. Hence related null hypothesis H020 gets partially rejected. 
Table 21(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
57 
59 
Sum of 
Squares 
114.73 
1879.84 
1994.58 
Mean 
Squares 
57.36 
32.97 
F-value 
1.73 
P 
>.01 
Table 21(a), reveals that the multiple correlation R, is found to be .239and F value 
is 1 .73, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
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Table 21(1?) 
Multiple regressions of normative commitment for married males as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
39.35 
87.75 
SD 
24.89 
13.65 
r 
-0.127 
0.234 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.012 
0.092 
Std. Enror 
of Reg 
0.032 
0.058 
t-value 
0.38 
1.581 
Dependent Variable-Normative Commitment 
Intercept 20.97 
Std. Enror of Estimate 5.74 
Multiple Con-elation (R) 0.239 
R2 0.057 
Percentage 5.70 
Table 21(b), indicates the conrelation of daily hassles and nomiative commitment is 
r =- .127, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of nomnative commitment of married male employees 
.As the daily hassles scores Increases the level of normative commitment 
decreases . The t-value (.38) shows insignificant difference between the scores of 
daily hassles and normative commitment. As far as, extra-organizational stressors 
are concerned, they show positive conrelation with normative commitment i .e. r = 
.234 .The extra-organizational stressors significantly influence the degree of 
normative commitment .The results might be interpreted that as the extra-
organizational stressors increases, the level of nonnative commitment also 
increases .The t-value of the two variables was found to be (1.58) which is 
insignificant at .01 level, hence accepting the related null hypothesis viz. H021. 
Table 22 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
37 
39 
Sum of 
Squares 
777.69 
125.68 
2033.37 
Mean 
Squares 
388.84 
33.93 
F-value 
11.45 
P 
<.01 
Table 22 (a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .618, and F 
value is 11 .45, which is highly significant at .01 level. 
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Table 22(b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for unmarried males as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
, , . . , .1 „ or. Reg- Std. Error 
Vanables Mean SD r ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 45.42 26.30 0.132 0.078 0.03 2.13 
Extra Organizational gg ^2.54 0.553 0.358 0.07 4.67 
Stressors 
Dependent Variable-Normative Commitment 
Intercept 27.17 
Std. Error of Estimate 4.23 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.21 
R2 0.047 
Percentage 4.7 
Further analysis reports the value of R^  =.047 correlations of daily hassles and 
nomiative commitment is r = .132, shows insignificant positive relationship. It means 
that daily hassles influence the level of nomnative work commitment of unmarried 
male employees. The t-value (2.13) shows significant difference between the scores 
of daily hassles and nomriative commitment. Extra-organizational stressors show 
positive significant con'elation with nomnative commitment i .e. r =- .553. The t-value 
of the two variables was found to be (4.67) significant at .01 level, it can be said that 
both variables daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors are emerge as 
significant predictors among unmarried male employees, that accept null hypothesis 
viz. H022-
Table 23(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
57 
59 
Sum of 
Squares 
1079.14 
12111.84 
13190.98 
Mean 
Squares 
539.57 
212.48 
F-value 
2.53 
P 
<.01 
Table 23 (a), reveals that the multiple correlafion (R) is found to be (.139) and F 
value is (2 .53), which is significant at .01 level 
68 
Table 23(a) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for married males as a function of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r ^^^^ ^ g g ^ ^ ^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 39.35 24.89 -0.126 -0.019 0.081 0.24 
Extra Organizational g^.^^ ^3g5 ^289 0.295 0.147 1.99 
otrGssors 
Dependent Variable-Total \NoTk Commitment 
Intercept 12.73 
Std. Error of Estimate 0.073 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.139 
R2 0.139 
Percentage 13.91 
The value of R^  =.139 and the covariance 13.91% represent the contribution of 
criterion variables to the variable. The correlation of daily hassles and total work 
commitment is r = - .126, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that 
daily hassles negatively Influence the level of total work commitment of married 
male employees. As the daily hassles scores increases the level of total work 
commitment decreases. The t-value (.24) shows insignificant difference the two 
variables. As far as, extra-organizational stressors are concerned, there is positive 
correlation is emerged between total work commitment and extra-organizational 
stressors i.e., r = 0 .289 .The extra-organizational stressors significantly influence 
the degree of total work commitment .The results might be interpreted that as the 
extra-organizational stressors increases, the level of total wori( commitment also 
increases .The t-value (1.99) was found to be insignificant at .01 level. Daily hassles 
and extra-organizational stressors were not found to be the significant stressors of 
total work commitment for married males. And because of this fact the proposed 
null hypothesis H023 gets accepted. 
Table 24 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
37 
39 
Sum of 
Squares 
195.70 
4961.77 
5157.47 
Mean 
Squares 
97.85 
115.39 
F-value 
12..58 
P 
<.01 
Table 24 (a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .636, and F 
value is 12 .58, which is highly significant at .01 level 
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Table 24 (b) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for unmarried males as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
45.42 
87.85 
SD 
26.30 
12.54 
r 
0.086 
0.590 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.120 
0.670 
Std. Enror 
of Reg 
0.064 
0.134 
t-value 
1.87 
4.97 
Dependent Variable-Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 15.49 
Std. Error of Estimate 10.24 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.636 
R^  0.404 
Percentage 40.44 
Table 24 (b), evaluates the value of R^  =.40 and covariance was found to be 
40.44%. The correlation of dally hassles and total work commitment is r = .086, 
shows insignificant positive relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the 
level of total work commitment of unmarried male employees .The t-value (1.87) 
shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and total work 
commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show positive significant correlation 
with total work commitment i.e. r = .590 . The t-value (4.97) of the two variables was 
found to be significant at .01 level among unmarried male empldyees, It means that total 
work commitment could be significantly predicted by extra-organizational stressors 
among the unmanied males, so the null hypothesis H024 is partially rejected. 
Table- 25(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Reg 
Total 
df 
2 
42 
44 
Sum of 
Squares 
143.55 
1448.75 
1592.31 
Mean 
Squares 
71.77 
34.49 
F-value 
2.08 
P 
>.01 
Table 25(a), indicates that the multiple correlation (R), Is found to be .300 and F 
value is 2 .08, which is insignificant at .01 level 
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Table 25 (b) 
<ultiple regression of affective commitment for highly experienced males as a 
function of daily hassles and extraorganizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
39.97 
89.40 
SD 
23.93 
13.22 
r 
0.027 
0.282 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.026 
0.140 
Std. Error 
of Reg. 
0.038 
0.069 
t-value 
0.691 
2.03 
Dependent Variable- Affective Commitment 
Intercept 16.738 
Std. Enror of Estimate 5.873 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.300 
R2 0.09 
Percentage 9.00 
Table 25 (b), indicates the value of R^  =.09 and covariance 9%. The correlation of 
daily hassles and affective work commitment is r = .027, shows insignificant positive 
relationship .It means that daily hassles positively influence the level of affective 
commitment of high job tenure male employees .As the daily hassles scores 
increases the level of work commitment decreases .The t-value(.691) was found to 
be insignificant at .01 level. On the other hand, extra-organizational stressors show 
positive correlation with affective commitment i.e. r = .282 .The extra-organizational 
stressors significantly influence the degree of affective commitment .The results 
might be interpreted that as the extraorganizational stressors increases, the level of 
affective commitment also increases .The t-value (2.03) of the two variables was 
found to be significant at.01 level . Results indicate that extraorganizational 
stressors have emerged as significant predictor of affective commitment for high job 
tenure employees, so the null hypothesis H025 is found to be partially rejected. 
Table 26 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
e«..,~,» M Sum of Mean ^ 1 D 
Sources df gquares Squares ^^"^ '^"^ ^ 
Attributable To Regression 2 117.76 58.88 1.85 >.01 
Deviation From Regression 43 1363.74 31.70 
Total 45 1481.33 
Table 26(a), observes that the multiple correlation value (R), is found to be .281and 
F value is 1 .87, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
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Table 26 (b) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for low experienced males as a 
function of daily hassles and extraorganizational stressors 
. , . . , , , orN Reg- Std. Error 
Variables Mean SD r cSf f of Reg t-value 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
44.89 
86.34 
27.76 
1350 
-0.183 
0.264 
-0.021 
0.097 
0.032 
0.066 
0.66 
1.46 
Dependent Variable- Affective Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
22.38 
5.63 
0.281 
0.078 
7.89 
Table 26 (b), observes the contribution of criterion variables to the predicted 
variable i.e., R^  =.078 and the covariance is 7.89%. The correlation of daily hassles 
and affective work commitment is r = - .183, shows insignificant negative 
relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the level of affective commitment 
of the low job tenure male employees .The t-value (.66) shows insignificant 
difference between the scores of daily hassles and affective commitment .On the 
other hand, extraorganizational stressors show positive significant correlation with 
affective work commitment i.e., r = .264 .The extra-organizational stressors 
significantly influence the degree of affective commitment. The t- value (1.46) of the 
two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. Both the variables did not 
emerge as the significant predictor of affective commitment for low job tenure male 
employees, so the H026 is accepted. 
Table 27 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
42 
44 
Sum of 
Squares 
50..581 
1157.53 
207.11 
Mean 
Squares 
25.29 
27.53 
F-value 
0.918 
P 
>.01 
Table 27(a), indicates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .204 and F 
value is .918, which is insignificant at .01 level 
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Tabfe 27 (b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for liighly experienced males as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
39.97 
89.40 
SD 
23.93 
13.22 
r 
-0.041 
0.204 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.002 
0.982 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.034 
0.061 
t-value 
0.698 
1.327 
Dependent Variable- Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Con-elation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
12.128 
5.247 
0.204 
0.041 
4.1 
Table 27(b), indicates the value of R^  =.041 and covariance 4.1%. The correlation 
of daily hassles and continuance commitment is r = - .041, shows insignificant 
negative relationship .It means that daily hassles negatively influence the level of 
continuance commitment of the high job tenure male employees .As the daily 
hassles scores increases the level of continuance work commitment decrease. The 
t-value (.69) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and 
continuance commitment .On the other hand, extra-organizational stressors show 
positive correlation with continuance commitment i.e. r = .204 .The extra-
organizational stressors significantly influence the degree of continuance 
commitment .The results might be interpreted that as the extra-organizational 
stressors increases, the level of continuance commitment also increases .The t-
value (1.32) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. The null 
hypothesis H027 is accepted, as the daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
did not emerge as significant predictors of continuance commitment for highly 
experienced male employees. 
Table 28(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
o«..r^ ,»o At Sum of Mean - , _, 
Sources df „ « F-vaue P 
Squares Squares 
Attributable To Regression 2 1.207 0.603 0.021 >.01 
Deviation From Regression 43 1602.41 28.61 
Total 45 1603.62 
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Table 28(a), shows that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .263, and F value 
is 1 .59, which is found to be insignificant at .01 level 
Table 28(b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for low experienced males as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
44.89 
86.34 
SD 
27.76 
13.50 
r 
-0.031 
0.255 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.011 
0.098 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.027 
0.055 
t-value 
0.412 
1.774 
Dependent Variable- Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation(R) 
R2 
Percentage 
11.590 
4.72 
0.263 
0.069 
6.91 
Table 28(b), shows the value of R^  =.069 and covariance 6.91%. The correlation of 
daily hassles and continuance commitment is r = -.031, shows insignificant negative 
relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the level of continuance 
commitment of the low job tenure male employees. The t-value (.412) shows 
insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and continuance 
commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show positive significant correlation 
with continuance commitment i.e., r = .255. The t-value (1.77) of the two variables 
was found to be significant at .01 level, that accept the null hypothesis viz. Ho28. 
Table 29 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Df 
2 
42 
44 
Sum Of 
Squares 
104.21 
1408.58 
1512.80 
Mean 
Squares 
52.10 
33.53 
F-value 
1.55 
P 
>01 
Table 29(a), reveals that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .262 and F value 
is 1 .55, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
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Table 29 (b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for highly experienced males as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
39.97 
89.40 
SD 
23.93 
13.22 
r 
-0.01 
0.25 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.01 
0.12 
Std. En-or 
of Reg 
0.03 
0.06 
t-value 
0.343 
1.75 
Dependent Variable- Nomnative Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Enror of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
16.68 
5.79 
0.262 
0.067 
6.7 
Table 29 (b), reveals the value of R^  =.067 and covariance was found to be 6.7%. 
The correlation of dally hassles and normative commitment is r = -.01, shows 
insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles negatively influence 
the level of nomiative commitment of the high job tenure male employees .As the 
daily hassles scores increases the level of nomnative commitment decreases .The t-
value(.343) was found to be insignificant at .01 level. As far as, extra-organizational 
stressors are concerned, they show positive correlation with normative work 
commitment i.e., r= .25 .The extra-organizational stressors significantly influence 
the degree of nomnative commitment .The results might be interpreted that as the 
extra-organizational stressors increases, the level of normative commitment also 
increases .The t-value (1.75) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at 
.01 level. DH and EOS did not emerge as significant predictors of normative 
commitment so the H029 is accepted. 
Table 30 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
43 
45 
Sum of 
Squares 
255.18 
1211.52 
1466.71 
Mean 
Squares 
127.59 
28.17 
F-value 
4.52 
P 
<.05 
Table 30(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .417, and F 
value is 4 .52, which is significant at .01 level 
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Table 30 (b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for low 
experienced males as a function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
44.89 
86.34 
SD 
27.76 
13.50 
r 
0.004 
0.389 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.032 
0.187 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.030 
0.062 
t-value 
1.07 
3.00 
Dependent Variable- Nomnative Commitment 
Intercept 11.93 
Std. En^or of Estimate 5.308 
Multiple Conrelation(R) 0.417 
R2 0.173 
Percentage 17.38 
Table 30(b), evaluates the value of R^  =.17 and covariance 17.38%.The 
insignificant positive relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the level of 
nomiative commitment of the low job tenure male employees. The t-value (1.07) 
shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and nomnative 
commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show positive significant correlation 
with nomnative commitment i .e. r = .389. The t-value (3.00) of the two variables was 
found to be significant at .01 level, it can be said that extraorganizational stressors 
are emerged as significant predictors among low job tenure male employees, so the 
null hypothesis H030 gets partially rejected. 
Table 31 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
42 
44 
Sum of 
Squares 
846.93 
891.97 
9759.91 
Mean 
Squares 
423.46 
212.21 
F-value 
1.99 
P 
>.01 
Table 31(a), reveals that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be (.29) and F 
value is (1 .99), which is insignificant at .01 level 
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Table 31 (b) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for iiighly experienced males as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
39.97 
89.40 
SD 
23.93 
13.22 
r 
-0.009 
0.287 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.041 
0.342 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.094 
0.171 
t-value 
0.44 
1.99 
Dependent Variable- Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
45.55 
14.56 
0.29 
0.086 
8.64 
Table 31(a), reveals the value of R^  and covariance .086, 8.64%. The correlation of 
daily hassles and total work commitment is r =- .009, shows insignificant negative 
relationship .It means that daily hassles negatively influence the level of total work 
commitment of the high job tenure male employees . As the daily hassles scores 
increases the level of total work commitment decreases .The t-value (.44) was 
found to be insignificant at .01 level. As far as, extra-organizational stressors are 
concerned, there is positive correlation is emerged between total work commitment 
and extraorganizational stressors i.e., r = .287. The extra-organizational stressors 
significantly influence the degree of total work commitment .The results might be 
interpreted that as the extraorganizational stressors increases, the level of total 
work commitment also increases .The t-value (1.99) of the two variables was found 
to be insignificant at .01 level. The null hypothesis H031 is found to be accepted, as 
both independent variables did not emerged as significant predictor of total work 
commitment for highly experienced male employees. 
Table 32 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
43 
45 
Sum of 
Squares 
125.72 
5998.18 
7123.91 
Mean 
Squares 
562.86 
139.49 
F-value 
4.03 
P 
<.05 
Table 32(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (jR ), ^ 'ScTOwncr.to.be ,39. ind F 
value is 4 .03, which is significant at .01 level V - \ > i // 
Table 32 (b) X ^ , r - T r v ^ ; ^ 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for low expenSnceiTmales as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Dally Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
44.89 
86.34 
SD 
27.76 
13.50 
r 
-0.093 
0.394 
Reg. 
Coeff 
0.022 
0.383 
Std. Enror 
of Reg 
0.067 
0.138 
t-value 
0.328 
2.76 
Dependent Variable- Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 45.90 
Std. En-or of Estimate 11.81 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.39 
R2 0.157 
Percentage 15.76 
Table 32(a), evaluates the R^  =.15 and covariance 15.76%. The correlation of daily 
hassles and total work commitment is r = - .093, shows insignificant negative 
relationship. It means that daily hassles influence the level of total work commitment 
of the low job tenure male employees. That-value (.328) of the two variables was 
also found to be insignificant at .01 level. Extra-organizational stressors show 
positive significant correlation with total work commitment i.e. r = - .394. The t-value 
(2.76) of the two variables was found to be significant at .01 level among low job 
tenure male employees, it means that total work commitment can be significantly 
predicted by extra-organizational stressors among the low job tenure niales, so the 
null hypothesis H032 get s partially rejected. 
Table 33 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
43 
45 
Sum of 
Squares 
62.96 
812.81 
175.73 
Mean 
Squares 
31.46 
18.90 
F-value 
1.66 
P 
>.01 
Table 33(a), indicates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .268 and F 
value is 1 .66, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
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Table 33 (b) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for older females as a function of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r ^^^ ^M-Bror ^_^ ,^^ ^ 
Daily Hassles 52.50 33.82 -0.262 -0.030 0.022 1.34 
Extra Organizational 
90.47 12.41 0.180 0.022 0.060 0.062 
Stressors 
Dependent Variable- Affective Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
28.30 
4.34 
0.268 
0.071 
7.18 
Table 33 (b), indicates the value of R^=.07 and covariance 7.18. The correlation of 
daily hassles and affective commitment is r = - .262, shows significant negative 
relationship .It means that daily hassles negatively influence the level of affective 
work commitment of older female employees .As the daily hassles scores increases 
the level of work commitment decreases. The t-value (1.34) shows insignificant 
difference isetween the scores of daily hassles and affective commitment .On the 
other hand, extra-organizational stressors show positive correlation with affective 
commitment i.e. r = .180 .The extra-organizational stressors significantly influence 
the degree of affective commitment .The results might be interpreted that as the 
extra-organizational stressors increases, the level of affective work commitment 
also increases .The t-value (.062) was found to be insignificant at .01 level. Daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as significant predictors 
of older females that accept the null hypothesis viz. H033. 
Table 34 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From 
Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
46 
48 
Sum of 
Squares 
19.309 
989.180 
1008.48 
Mean 
Squares 
9.65 
25.50 
F-value 
0.448 
P 
>.01 
Table 33(a). observes that the multiple con-elation value (R), is found to be .138 and 
F value is .448, which is Insignificant at .01 level 
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Table 34 (a) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for younger females 
daily hassles and extraorganizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Mean 
53.40 
Stressors 83.22 
SD 
32.63 
12.85 
r 
-0.019 
-0.114 
Reg. ; 
Coeff 
-0.012 
-0.54 
as a function of 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.022 
0.058 
t-value 
0..534 
0.938 
Dependent Variable- Affective Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
32.29 
4.63 
0.138 
0.019 
1.90 
Table 34(b), observes that the criterion variables contributed to the predicted 
variable 1.9% and the value of R^  =.019. The correlation of daily hassles and 
affective commitment is r =- .019, shows insignificant negative relationship. It 
means that daily hassles influence the level of affective commitment of younger 
female employees. The t-value (.534) was found to be insignificant at .01 level. On 
the other hand, extra-organizational stressors show positive significant correlation 
with affective commitment i.e.= -.114. The extra-organizational stressors 
insignificantly Influence the degree of affective commitment. The t- value (.938) of 
the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. H034 seems to be 
accepted, as DH and EOS did not emerge as significant predictors of affective 
commitment for younger females. 
Table 35 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
43 
45 
Sum of 
Squares 
8.64 
1070.31 
1078.95 
Mean 
Squares 
4.32 
24..89 
F-value , 
0.173 
P 
>01 
Table 35(a), indicates that the multiple corelation (R), is found to be .089 and F is 
.173, which Is found insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 35 (b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for older females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
variables Mean SD r g g ^ ^ g ^ ^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 52.50 33.28 0.034 0.012 0.026 0.471 
Extraorganizational g^^^ ^2.41 0.053 0.038 0.069 0.544 
Stressors 
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Dependent Variable- Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 15.52 
Std. En-or of Estimate 4.98 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.089 
R2 0.007 
Percentage 0.70 
Table 35(b), indicates the value of R^  =.007 and covariance .7%The correlation 
of daily hassles and continuance commitment is r = - .034, shows insignificant 
negative relationship .it means that daily hassles positively influence the level of 
continuance commitment of older female employees .As the daily hassles scores 
increases the level of continuance commitment decreases .The t-value .471 shows 
insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and continuance 
commitment .On the other hand, extra-organizational stressors show positive 
correlation with continuance commitment i.e., r = .053 .The extra-organizational 
stressors insignificantly influence the degree of continuance commitment .The 
results might be interpreted that as the extra-organizational stressors increases, the 
level of continuance commitment also increases .The t-value (.544) of the two 
variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level . H035 is rejected, as the daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as significant predictors 
of continuance commitment for older females. 
Table 36 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
-» ., Sum of Mean ^ , _, 
S ° " ^ ^ " '^ ^ Squares Squares ^ - "^ ' " ^ ^ 
Attributable To Regression 2 77..94 38.97 1.39 >.01 
Deviation From Regression 46 1368..87 29.75 
Total 48 1446.81 
Table 36(a), shows that the multiple congelation (R), is found to be .232, and F 
value is 1 .39, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 36 (b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for younger females as a function of 
daily hassles and extraorganizational stressors 
variables Mean SD r g g ^ ^'^^-^^^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 53.40 32.63 0.150 0.010 0.026 0.39 
Extra Organizational Stressors 83.22 12.85 -0.225 -0.084 0.068 1.23 
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Dependent Variable- Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Eror of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
24.37 
5.45 
0.232 
0.053 
5.38 
Table 36(a), shows that the congelation of daily hassles and continuance 
commitment is r = .150, shows insignificant positive relationship. It means that daily 
hassles influence the level of continuance commitment of younger female 
employees. The t-value (.39) was found to be insignificant at .01 level. Extra-
organizational stressors show positive significant conrelation with continuance 
commitment i .e., r =- .225 . The t-value (1.23) of the two variables was found to be 
significant at .01 level. The value of R^  =.053 and covariance 5.38%. The H036 is 
accepted, as the daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as 
significant predictors of continuance commitment for female employees. 
Table 37 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
_ ., Sum of Mean r- , r. 
Sources ^f gguares Squares ^'^^'"^ ^ 
Attributable To Regression 2 38.61 19.30 1.07 >.01 
Deviation From Regression 43 771.21 17.93 
Total 45 809.82 
Table 37(a), reveals that the multiple correlation value(R), Is found to be .191 and F 
value is 1.07, which was insignificant at .01 level 
Table 37 (b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for older females as a funotion of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r g g ^ ^ g ' ^ ^ ^ ^ t-value 
Daily Hassles 52.50 33.28 -0.209 -0.022 0.022 0.99 
Extra Organizational gg^^ ^2.41 0.159 0.024 0.059 0.41 
Stressors 
Dependent Variable- Nomnative Commitment 
Intercept 27.17 
Std. En-or of Estimate 4.23 
Multiple Con-elation (R) 0.21 
R2 0.047 
Percentage 4.75 
Table 37(b), reveals the correlation of daily hassles and normative commitment 
is r = -.209, shows insignificant positive relationship .It means that daily hassles 
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negatively influence the level of nomnative commitment of younger female male 
employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of nonnative 
commitment decreases .The t-value (.99) shows insignificant difference between 
the scores of daily hassles and normative commitment. As far as, extra-
organizational stressors are concemed. they show positive correlation with 
nomnative commitment i.e. r=1.59. The extra-organizational stressors insignificantly 
influence the degree of normative commitment .The t-value of the two variables was 
found to be (.41) which is insignificant at .01 level. H037 is accepted, as DH and 
EOS did not emerge as significant predictors of nonnative commitment for older 
females. 
Table 38(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
46 
48 
Sum of 
Squares 
55.74 
1464.17 
1519.91 
Mean 
Squares 
27.87 
31.82 
F-value 
0.87 
P 
>.01 
Table 38(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .21, and F 
value is .87, which is found to be insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 38(b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for younger females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organoational stressors 
Variables 
Dally Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
53.40 
83.22 
SD 
32.6 
12.85 
r 
0.067 
-0.19 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.003 
-0.08 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.02 
0.07 
t-value 
0.13 
1.23 
Dependent Variable- Normative Commitment 
Intercept 35.44 
Std. Error of Estimate 5.64 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.19 
R2 0.036 
Percentage 3.61 
Table 38(b), shows the correlation of daily hassles and nomnative commitment is r 
=- .067, shows insignificant positive relationship. The t-value (.13) shows 
insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and nomnative 
commitment. Extra-organizational stressors show inverse correlation with nomnative 
commitment i .e. r = - .19. The t-value (1.23) of the two variables was found to be 
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insignificant at .01 level. The value of R^  and covariance were found to be .036 and 
3.61 respectively. The null hypothesis Hoss gets accepted. 
Table 39 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
43 
45 
Sum of 
Squares 
195.70 
4961.77 
5157.47 
Mean 
Squares 
97.85 
115.39 
F-value 
0.848 
P 
>.01 
Table 39(a), reveals that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be (0 .22) and F 
value is (.848), which is insignificant at .01 level 
Table 39 (b) 
iMuitipie regression of total woric commitment for older females as a function of daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
52.50 
90.47 
SD 
33.28 
12.41 
r 
-0.175 
0.162 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.04 
0.084 
Std. En'or 
of Reg 
0.056 
0.150 
t 
0.720 
0.562 
Dependent Variable- Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 71.00 
Std. Error of Estimate 10.74 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.194 
R2 0.037 
Percentage 3.76 
Table 39(b), The conrelation of daily hassles and total work commitment is r = -
0.175, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
positively influence the level of total work commitment of the younger female 
employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of total work 
commitment decreases . The t-value (.720) shows insignificant difference between 
the scores of daily hassles and total work commitment. As far as, extra-
organizational stressors are concerned, there is positive correlation is emerged 
between total work commitment and extra-organizational stressors i.e. = 1.62 .The 
extra-organizational stressors significantly influence the degree of total work 
commitment The t-value (.562) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at 
.01 level. H039 Is accepted that daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did 
not emerge as significant predictors of total work commitment for older female 
employees. 
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Table 40 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
46 
48 
Sum Of 
Squares 
385.976 
7382.02 
7768.00 
Mean 
Squares 
192.98 
160.47 
F-value 
1.20 
P 
>.01 
Table 40(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be 0.194, and F 
value is 1.20, which is insignificant at 0.01 level 
Table 40 (a) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for younger females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD 
Daily Hassles 53.40 32.63 
Extra Organizational Stressors 83.22 12.85 
Dependent Variable- Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. En-or of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
r 
0.087 
-0.22 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.005 
-0.226 
92.10 
1266 
0.22 
0.049 
4.92 
Std. En-or 
Of Reg 
0.062 
0.158 
t-value 
0.084 
1.425 
Further analysis evaluates the c^onrelation of daily hassles and total work 
commitment is r = .087, shows insignificant positive relationship. It means that daily 
hassles influence the level of total wori< commitment of female employees The t-
value (.084) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and 
total work commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show negative insignificant 
correlation with total work commitment i.e., -0.22. The t-value was found to be 1.42 
which is insignificant at .01 level. H040 was accepted as daily hassles and extra-
organizational stressors did not emerge significant predictors of total work 
commitment for female employees. 
Table 41(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
56 
58 
Sum of 
Squares 
73.84 
1095.71 
1169..55 
Mean Squares 
36.92 
19.56 
F-value 
1.88 
P 
>.01 
Table 41(a), indicates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .251and F 
value isl .88, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
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Table 41 (b) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for married females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r 
Daily Hassles 55.27 34.60 -0.203 
Extra Organizational g^^g ^2.39 0.222 
Stressors 
Dependent Variable- Affective Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Error of Estimate 
Multiple Congelation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
Reg. Coeff 
-0.016 
0.059 
Std. En-or 
Of Reg 
0.018 
0.052 
23.92 
4.42 
0.251 
0.063 
6.30 
t-value 
0.898 
1.138 
Table 41(b),indicates that the correlation of daily hassles and affective commitment 
is r = - .203, shows significant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of affective commitment of married female 
employees. As the daily hassles scores Increases the level of work commitment 
decreases. The t-value (.898) shows insignificant difference between the scores of 
daily hassles and affective commitment .On the other hand, extra-organizational 
stressors show positive correlation with affective commitment i.e. r = .222 .The 
extra-organizational stressors significantly influence the degree of affective 
commitment. Both variables did not emerge as significant predictors of affective 
commitment for married females so the null hypothesis H041 gets accepted. 
Table 42(a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
38 
40 
Sum Of 
Squares 
3.33 
991.059 
994.390 
Mean 
Squares 
1.66 
26.08 
F-value 
0.063 
P 
>.01 
Table 42 (a), indicates the multiple regression (R).057, which yielded the F value 
.063, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 42(b) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for unmarried females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Dally Hassles 
Extra-Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
55.12 
86.56 
SD 
34.34 
14.47 
r 
-0.050 
0.045 
Reg. Coeff 
-0.005 
0.010 
Std. Enror 
of Reg 
0.025 
0.060 
t-value 
0.219 
0.175 
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Dependent Variable-Affective Commitment 
Intercept 26.26 
Std. Error of Estimate 5.10 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.057 
R2 0.003 
Percentage 0.3 
Table 42(b), observes that the conrelation of daily hassles and affective work 
commitment is r = - .050, shows insignificant negative relationship. It means that 
daily hassles negatively influence the level of affective commitment of unmarried 
female employees .The t-value (.219) shows insignificant difference between the 
two variables .On the other hand, extra-organizational stressors show positive 
insignificant correlation with affective commitment i.e. r = .045 .The extra-
organizational stressors insignificantly influence the degree of affective 
commitment. The t- value (.175) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at 
.01 level. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as 
significant predictors of affective commitment for unmarried female employees so 
the H042 gets accepted. 
Table 43 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
56 
58 
Sum Of 
Squares 
1,20 
1602.41 
1603.62 
Mean 
Squares 
0.603 
28.61 
F-value 
0.021 
P 
>.01 
Table 43(a), indicates that the multiple conrelation (R), was found to be .027 and F 
value was .021, which was insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 43 (b) 
Multiple regression of cotinuance commitment for married females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r 
Daily Hassles 55.27 34.60 -0.018 
s!?esso[?^"'^ ^*'°" '^ »7-^ 9 ^2.39 0.009 
Dependent Variable-Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. Enror of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.004 
0.009 
18.08 
5.34 
0.027 
7.29 
0.07 
std. Error 
Of Reg 
0.022 
0.063 
t-value 
0.192 
0.149 
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Table 43(b), indicates that the correlation of daily hassles and continuance work 
commitment is r = .018, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily 
hassles negatively influence the level of continuance commitment of married 
female employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of continuance 
commitment decreases. The t-value (.192) shows insignificant difference between 
the scores of daily hassles and continuance commitment .On the other hand, extra-
organizational stressors show positive conrelation with continuance commitment i.e. 
r= .009 .The extra-organizational stressors insignificantly influence the degree of 
continuance commitment. The results might be interpreted that as the extra-
organizational stressors increases, the level of continuance commitment also 
increases. The t-value (.149) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at 
.01 level. H043 is accepted as daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did 
not emerge as significant predictors of continuance commitment for married female 
employees. 
Analysis of 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Table 44 (a) 
variance for the 
df 
2 
38 
40 
Sum of 
Squares 
26.64 
1163.04 
1189.95 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
13.45 
30.60 
F-value 
0.439 
P 
>.0 
Table 44(a), shows that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .150, and F value 
is .439, which is significant at .01 level 
Table 44 (b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for unmarried females as a function 
of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r ^®|^ 
Daily Hassles 55.12 34.34 0.054 0.017 
St?ess"S?^"'^ ^ '^°" '^ ^^ -^ ^ "^^"^^ ° ' ' °^ ° °5^ 
Dependent Variable-Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 
Std. En-or of Estimate 
Multiple Correlation (R) 
R2 
Percentage 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.027 
0.065 
11.64 
5.53 
0.150 
0.022 
2.2 
t-value 
0.651 
0.873 
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Table 44 (b), shows correlation of dally hassles and continuance commitment is r = 
.054, shows insignificant positive relationship, it means that daily hassles influence 
the level of continuance commitment of unmarried female employees. The t - value 
.651 shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and 
continuance commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show positive significant 
correlation with continuance commitment i .e. r = .108. The t-value (.873) of the two 
variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level, that accept the null hypothesis 
viz.H044. 
Table 45 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the 
Sources df 
Attributable To Regression 2 
Deviation From gg 
Regression 
Total 58 
Sum Of 
Squares 
6.26 
91.12 
917.38 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
3.134 
16.27 
F-value 
0.192 
P 
>.01 
Table 45(a), reveals that the multiple conrelation value(R), is found to be .158 and F 
value is .487. which is found to be insignificant at .01 level 
Jable 45 (b) 
IMultiple regression of normative commitment for married females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizationai stressors 
Variables Mean SD r g f ^ ^'^1^^' t-value 
Daily Hassles 55.27 34.60 -0.082 -0.009 0.017 0.547 
Stressore^"'^^*'°"^' ^^"^^ ^^-^^ ° ° ^ ^ °-°°°^ ^'^^^ ^^""^ 
Dependent Variable-Normative Commitment 
Intercept 28.55 
Std. Enror of Estimate 4.03 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.082 
R2 0.006 
Percentage ' 0.67 
Further analysis reports the correlation of daily hassles and nomiative commitment 
is r =-0.082 , shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of nomnative commitment of unmarried female 
employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of nomriative 
commitment decreases. The t-value (.547) shows insignificant difference between 
the two variables. As far as, extra-organizational stressors are concerned, they 
show positive correlation with nonnative commitment i.e., r = .038 .The extra-
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organizational stressors insignificantly influence the degree of nonnative 
commitment The results might be interpreted that as the extra-organizational 
stressors increases, the level of nomnative commitment also increases The t-value 
(.015) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 levei. The null 
hypothesis H04S is found to be accepted. 
Table 46 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
38 
40 
Sum of 
Squares 
38.04 
1520.46 
1559.51 
Mean 
Squares 
19.52 
40.01 
F-value 
0.487 
P 
>.01 
Table 46(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation(R), is found to be .150, and F 
value is .487, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 46 (b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for unmarried females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
55.12 
86.56 
SD 
34.34 
14.47 
r 
-0.26 
0.136 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.015 
0.044 
Std En-or 
of Reg. 
0.031 
0.074 
t-value 
0.496 
0.596 
Dependent Variable- Nonnative Commitment 
Intercept 11.64 
Std. En-or of Estimate 5.53 
Multiple Correlation(R) 0.150 
R2 0.022 
Percentage 2.2 
Table 46 (b), evaluates that the correlation of daily hassles and normative 
commitment is r = - .26, shows insignificant inverse relationship. It means that daily 
hassles negatively influence the level of normative commitment of married female 
employees. The t- value shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily 
hassles and normative commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show positive 
insignificant correlation with normative commitment I.e. r = .136. The t-value (.596) 
of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. The null hypothesis 
H046 gets accepted. 
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Table 47 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Df 
2 
56 
58 
Sum of 
Squares 
6.26 
91.12 
917.38 
Mean 
Squares 
3.134 
16.27 
F-value 
0.192 
P 
>.01 
Above Table reveals that the multiple correlation value(R), is found to be (.12) and 
F value is (.192), which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 47(b) 
Multiple regression of total wori( commitment for married females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizationai stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
55.27 
87.49 
SD 
34.60 
12.39 
r 
-0.104 
0.110 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.021 
0.069 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.046 
0.130 
t-value 
0.466 
0.533 
Dependent Variable-Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 70.55 
Std. Error of Estimate 11.03 
Multiple Conrelation (R) 0.12 
R2 0.015 
Percentage 1.58 
Further analysis shows the conrelation of daily hassles and total work commitment is 
r = -0.104, which shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily 
hassles negatively influence the level of total work commitment of married female 
employees. As the daily hassles scores increases the level of total work 
commitment decreases. The t-value (.466) shows insignificant difference between 
the two variables. As far as, extra-organizational stressors are concerned, there is 
positive correlation is emerged between total wori< commitment and extra-
organizational stressors i.e. r=.110.The t-value (.533) of the two variables was 
found to be insignificant at .01 level. The null hypothesis H047 is found to be 
accepted. 
Analysis of 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Table 48 (a) 
variance for the 
^ Sum of 
Squares 
2 112.205 
38 7397.60 
40 7509.805 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
56.10 
194.67 
F-value 
0.288 
P 
>.01 
Table 48(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .12, and F 
value is .288, which is insignificant at .01 level .The correlation of 
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Table 48 (b) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for unmarried females as a function of 
daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r g g ^ ^ S R ^ ° ' ^'^^'"^ 
Daily Hassles 55.12 34.34 -0.064 -0.003 0.069 0.047 
Stressore^"'^^**°"^' ^^'^^ ^^'^^ ° ' ' ^^ ^""^^ ° ' ' ^^ °-^^° 
Dependent Variable- Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 62.27 
Std. Error of Estimate 13.95 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.12 
R^  0.014 
Percentage 1.4. 
Table 48(b), evaluates that the correlation of daily hassles and total work 
commitment is r =- .054, shows insignificant negative relationship. It means that 
daily hassles influence the level of total work commitment of unmarried female 
employees. The t-value (.047) shows insignificant difference between the scores of 
daily hassles and total work commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show 
positive insignificant correlation with total work commitment i .e. r = .122. The t-
value (.680) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. Daily 
hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as significant predictors 
of total work commitment for unmanied female employee so H048 is accepted. 
Analysis 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Table 49 (a) 
of variance for the 
df 
2 
47 
49 
Sum of 
Squares 
5.38 
927.438 
932.818 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
2.69 
19.73 
F-value 
0.136 
P 
>.01 
Table 49 (a), indicates that the multiple correlation value(R), was found to be .075 
and F value is .136, which is insignificant at .01 level 
Table 49 (b) 
Multiple regression of affective commitment for low experienced females as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r g^^^ ^td.gror ^.^^,^^ 
Daily Hassles 50.20 32.99 0.043 0.009 0.021 0.459 
Extra Organizational 
83.86 12.52 0.036 0.024 0.056 0.426 
Stressors 
Dependent Variable-Affective Commitment 
Intercept 24.54 
Std. Error of Estimate 4.44 
Multiple Correlation(R) 0.075 
92 
R2 0.005 
Percentage 0.56 
Table 49 (b),indicates that the correlation of daily hassles and affective 
commitment is r = .043, shows insignificant positive relationship .It means that daily 
hassles positively influence the level of affective commitment of low job tenure 
female employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of work 
commitment decreases. The t-value (.459) shows insignificant difference between 
the scores of daily hassles and affective commitment .On the other hand, extra-
organizational stressors show positive correlation with affective commitment i.e. r = 
.036 .The extra-organizational stressors insignificantly influence the degree of 
affective commitment .The results might be interpreted that as the extra-
organizational stressors increases, the level of affective commitment also increases 
.The t-value (.426) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. 
Hence, related hypothesis H049 gets accepted. 
Table 50 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
df 
2 
44 
46 
Sum of 
Squares 
11.84 
1029.38 
1141.23 
Mean 
Squares 
55.29 
23.39 
F 
2.39 
P 
>.01 
Table 50(a),observes that the multiple conrelation (R), is found to be .313and F 
value is 2 .39, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 50 (b) 
•Multiple regression of affective commitment for highly experienced females as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r ^ ^ ^j^^-g^"^ t-value 
Dally Hassles 55.82 33.96 -0.293 -0.034 0.021 1.44 
Stressors^""^^*'""^' ^^"^^ ''^•^^ ° - ^ ^ °°^® ° ° ^ ^ °-^^^ 
Dependent Variable-Affective Commitment 
Intercept 25.40 
Std. Error of Estimate 4.83 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.313 
R^  0.097 
Percentage 9.79 
Table 50(a), observes that the conrelation of daily hassles and affective commitment 
is r = -.293, shows insignificant negative relationship. It means that daily hassles 
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influence the level of affective commitment of the high job tenure female employees. 
The t-value (1.440 shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily 
hassles and affective commitment .On the other hand, extra-organizational 
stressors show positive significant congelation with affective commitment i.e. r = .234 
.The extra-organizational stressors significantly influence the degree of affective 
commitment. The t- value of the two variables (.752) was found to be insignificant at 
.01 level. Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as 
significant predictors of affective commitment so the null hypothesis H050 gets 
accepted. 
Analysis 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Table 51 (a) 
of variance for the 
df 
2 
47 
49 
Sum of 
Squares 
2 
47 
49 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
1.31 
1424.60 
1425.92 
F-value 
0.65 
P 
>.01 
Table 51(a), indicates that the multiple con-elation value (R), is found to be .OSand F 
value is .65, which is insignificant at 0.01 level. 
Table 51 (a) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for low experienced females as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r ^®|^ ^SfR^g' t'^ 'a'"© 
Daily Hassles 50.20 32.99 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.16 
Extra Organizational Stressors 83.86 12.52 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.18 
Dependent Variable- Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 16.72 
Std. Error of Estimate 5.50 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.03 
R2 .009 
Percentage .09 
Table 51(b),reveals the correlation of daily hassles and continuance commitment 
is r =.01, shows insignificant positive relationship .It means that daily hassles 
positively influence the level of continuance commitment of the low job tenure 
female employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of continuance 
commitment decreases. The t-value(.16) shows Insignificant difference between the 
scores of daily hassles and continuance commitment .On the other hand, extra-
organizational stressors show positive conrelation with continuance commitment i.e. 
r = .01 .The extra-organizational stressors insignificantly influence the degree of 
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continuance commitment The t-value (.18) of the two variables was found to be 
insignificant at .01 level .Hence accepting the null hypothesis viz. H051. 
Table 52 (a) 
Analysis of variance for tiie 
Sources df I " " ' ^ 
Squares Attributable To Regression 2 34.14 
Deviation From Regression 44 111 5.76 
Total 46 1149.91 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
17.07 
25.35 
F-value 
0.673 
P 
>.01 
Table 52(a),shows that the multiple correlation value(R), is found to be .172, and F 
value is .673 , which is insignificant at .01 level. 
Table 52 (b) 
Multiple regression of continuance commitment for highly experienced females as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r g ^ y ^'^^^' t-value 
Daily Hassles 55.82 33.96 -0.050 0.005 0.024 0.23 
Extra Organizational gggg ^2.35 0.168 0.075 0.068 1.11 
Stressors 
Dependent Variable- Continuance Commitment 
Intercept 11.88 
Std. En-or of Estimate^ 5.03 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.172 
R2 0.029 
Percentage 2.95 
Table 52(b), indicates the correlation of daily hassles and continuance commitment 
is r =-0 .050, shows insignificant negative relationship. The t-value (.23) shows 
insignificant difference between the scores of daily hassles and continuance work 
commitment .Extra-organizational stressors show positive insignificant correlation 
with continuance commitment i .e. r = .168. The t-value (1.11) of the two variables 
was found to be insignificant at .01 level. Hos2 is accepted as daily hassles and 
extra-organizational stressors did not emerge significant predictors of continuance 
commitment for female employees. 
Table 53 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the 
Sources df I " " ' ^ 
Squares Attributable To Regression 2 100.44 
Deviation From Regression 47 1226.27 
Total 49 1326.71 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
50.22 
26.09 
F-value 
1.92 
P 
>.01 
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Table 53 (a), reveals that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be 0.275 and F 
value is 1 .92, which is insignificant at 0.01 level 
Table 53 (b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for low experienced females as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables 
Daily Hassles 
Extra Organizational 
Stressors 
Mean 
50.20 
83.86 
SD 
32.99 
12.52 
r 
-0.162 
0.271 
Reg. 
Coeff 
-0.008 
0.124 
Std. Error 
of Reg 
0.024 
0.065 
t-value 
0.336 
1.581 
Dependent Variable-Nomiative Commitment 
Intercept 19.63 
Std. En-or of Estimate 5.10 
Multiple Con-elation (R) 0.275 
R2 0.075 
Percentage • 7.56 
Table53 (b), reveals the con-elation of daily hassles and nomiative commitment is r 
= -0.162, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of nomiative commitment of the low job tenure female 
employees .As the daily hassles scores increases the level of normative work 
commitment decreases. The t-value (.336) shows insignificant difference between 
the scores of daily hassles and normative commitment. As far as, 
extraorganizational stressors are concerned, they show positive correlation with 
normative work commitment i.e. r = .271 .The extra-organizational stressors 
significantly influence the degree of nomiative commitment .The results might be 
interpreted that as the extra-organizational stressors increases, the level of 
normative commitment also increases .The t-value (1.58) of the two variables was 
found to be insignificant at .01 level, null hypothesis H053 is found to be accepted. 
Table 54 (a) 
Analysis of variance for the regression 
o ., Sum of Mean _. , _ 
^ ° " ^ ^ ^ " ^^  Squares Squares '^'""'"^ ^ 
0.846 >.01 Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
2 
44 
46 
25.95 
674.50 
700.46 
12.97 
15.32 
Table 54(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation value(R), is found to be .19, and 
F value is .846, which is insignificant at .01 level. 
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Table 54 (b) 
Multiple regression of normative commitment for highly experienced females as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
Variables Mean SD r ^^„ ^ J J f ' ° ' . , Coeff Of Reg t-value 
Daily Hassles 55.82 33.96 -0.181 -0.016 0.019 0.865 
liSs^^^"*^*'""^' 88.85 12.35 0.143 0.02 0.053 0.440 
Dependent Variable- Nomiative Commitment 
Intercept 26.95 
Std. Error of Estimate 3.91 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.19 
R^  0.036 
Percentage 3.68 
Table 54(a), evaluates the correlation of daily hassles and nomiative commitment is 
r = -.181, shows insignificant negative relationship. It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of normative commitment of the high job tenure 
female employees. The t-value (.865) shows insignificant difference between the 
scores of daily hassles and normative commitment .Extra-organizational stressors 
show positive insignificant corelation with normative commitment i.e. r = .143. The 
t-value (.440) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. H054 
gets accepted as daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors did not emerge as 
significant predictors of normative conimitment for female employees. 
Analysis of 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
Table 55 (a) 
variance for the 
., Sum of 
Squares 
2 137.51 
47 6853.30 
49 6990.82 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
68.75 
145.81 
F-value 
0.471 
P 
>.01 
Table 55(a), reveals that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be (.14) and F 
value is (.47), which is insignificant at .01 level 
Table 55(b) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for highly experienced females as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
variabtes Mean SD r ^ „ ^^^^ t-value 
Dally Hassles 50.20 32.99 -0.048 0.006 0.058 0.102 
St?esso!I^"'^*'°"^' 83.86 12.52 0.139 0.140 0.053 0.910 
Dependent Variable- Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 60.89 
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Std. Error of Estimate 12.07 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.14 
R2 0.019 
Percentage 1.96 
Table 55(b), reveals the correlation of daily hassles and total work commitment 
is r = -0.048, shows insignificant negative relationship .It means that daily hassles 
negatively influence the level of total work commitment of the high job tenure female 
employees. As the daily hassles scores increases the level of total work 
commitment decreases. The t-value (0.102) shows insignificant difference between 
the scores of daily hassles and total work commitment. As far as, extra-
organizational stressors are concerned, there is positive correlation Is emerged 
between total work commitment and extra-organizational stressors i.e., r =.139 .The 
extraorganizational stressors significantly Influence the degree of total work 
commitment. The results might be interpreted that as the extraorganizational 
stressors increases, the level of total work commitment also increases .The t-value 
(.910) of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. From the 
results it can be predicted that daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
emerged as significant predictor of total work commitment for highly experienced 
female employees so the proposed null hypothesis H055 gets accepted. 
Table 56 (a) 
Analysis 
Sources 
Attributable To Regression 
Deviation From Regression 
Total 
of variance for the 
., Sum of 
Squares 
2 389.77 
44 4963.03 
46 5352.80 
regression 
Mean 
Squares 
194.83 
112.79 
F-value 
1.72 
^ 
P 
>0.1 
Table 56(a), evaluates that the multiple correlation (R), is found to be .269, and F 
value is 1.72, which is insignificant at .01 level 
Table 56(b) 
Multiple regression of total work commitment for low experienced females as a 
function of daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors 
x/ • wi t i crx Reg- Std. Error 
Vanables Mean SD r ^^^ ^^^^ t-value 
Dally Hassles 55.82 33.96 -0.181 -0.016 0.019 0.865 
St?essore^"'^^"°"^' ^^'^^ ^^.35 0.143 0.02 0.053 0.440 
Dependent Variable- Total Work Commitment 
Intercept 64.25 
Std. Error of Estimate 10.62 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.269 
98 
R2 0.072 
Percentage 7.23 
Table 56(b), evaluates the correlation of daily hassles and total work commitment is 
r - -.181, shows insignificant negative relationship. It means that daily hassles 
influence the level of total work commitment of the low job tenure female employees 
.The t-value (.865) shows insignificant difference between the scores of daily 
hassles and total work commitment. Extra-organizational stressors shows positive 
insignificant correlation with total work commitment i.e., r = -.139. The t-value (.440) 
of the two variables was found to be insignificant at .01 level. Findings suggested 
that the related null hypothesis Hose gets accepted as the daily hassles and extra-
organizational stressors did not emerge as significant predictors of total work 
commitment for female employees. 
Daily hassles (DH) as well as extra-organizational stressors (EOS) significantly 
affect the total work commitment of male employees whereas they did not affect the 
female employees. Work commitment of male employees can be significantly 
predicted by extra-organizational stressors. 
Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors significantly affect the overall 
work commitment of older as well as younger male employees. It has also been 
observed that extra-organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of 
overall work commitment of older employees as well as younger employees. 
It could be concluded that extra-organizational stressors are more potent 
predictor of work commitment. Examining the various types of work commitment 
(affective, continuance, and nomriative) varying results were obtained but taking the 
overall work commitment for various groups from the various analyses the exert-
organizational stressors by and large more significant as predictor. The researcher 
may observe there are fallacious regarding the daily hassles scale used. 
Conclusions: 
Daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors (DH and EOS) significantly 
affect the affective commitment of male employees whereas they did not 
significantly affect the affective commitment of female employees. 
• DH and EOS significantly affect the continuance commitment of male employees 
whereas they did not significantly affect the continuance commitment of female 
employees. 
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DH and EOS significantly affect the nomnative commitment of male employees 
whereas they did not significantly affect the nomnative commitment of female 
employees. 
DH and EOS significantly affect the total work commitment of male employees 
whereas they did not significantly affect the total commitment of female 
employees 
Affective commitment among male employees can be significantly predicted by 
extra-organizational stressors. 
Continuance commitment of male employees can be significantly predicted by 
extra-organizational stressors. 
Normative commitment can be significantly predicted by extra-organizational 
stressors for male employees. 
Total work commitment of male employees can be significantly predicted by 
extra-organizational stressors. 
DH and EOS did not have significant effect on affective commitment of older 
males whereas they significantly affect the affective commitment of younger 
Males. 
DH and EOS did not have significant effect on continuance commitment of older 
males whereas they significantly affect the affective commitment of younger 
males. 
DH and EOS significantly affect the nomnative commitment of older and younger 
males. 
DH and EOS significantly affect the total work commitment of older and younger 
males. 
Extra- organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of affective 
commitment for younger males. 
Extra- organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of normative 
commitment for older males. 
Extra- organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of nomnative 
commitment for younger males. 
Extra- organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of total work 
commitment for older males. 
Extra- organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of total work 
commitment for older males. 
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• DH and EOS affect significantly affective commitment of married males 
whereas they did not affect the affective commitment of unmamed males. 
• DH and EOS did not have significant effect on continuance commitment of 
manied males but these variables have significant effect en continuance 
commitment of unmarried males. 
• DH and EOS did not have significant effect on normative commitment for 
manied males whereas these variables have significant effect on nomnative 
commitment of unmarried males. 
• DH and EOS have significant effect on total work commitment of married and 
unmarried males. 
• DH and EOS did not have significant effect on affective commitment of high 
and low job tenure male employees. 
• DH and EOS did not have significant effect on continuance commitment of high 
and low job tenure male employees. 
• DH and EOS did not have significant effect on nonnative commitment of high 
job tenure males but these variables significantly affect the normative 
commitment of low job tenure male employees. 
• DH and EOS did not have significant effect on total work commitment of high job 
tenure male employees whereas they significantly affect the total work 
commitment of low job tenure male employees. 
• Extra- organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of affective 
commitment among manried male employees. 
• Extra- organizational stressors emerged as significant predictors of continuance 
commitment among unmarried male employees. 
• Daily hassles and extra- organizational stressors were found to be significant 
predictors of normative commitment among unmarried male employees. 
• Extra- organizational stressors have emerged as significant predictors of total 
work commitment for unmarried males. 
• Extra- organizational stressors have emerged as significant predictors of 
affective commitment for low job tenure male employees. 
• Extra- organizational stressors have emerged as significant predictors of 
nomnative commitment for low job tenure male employees. 
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Total work commitment can be significantly predicted by extra-organizational 
stressors among the low job tenure male employees. 
Both Independent variables did not have significant effect on affective 
commitment of older and younger females. 
DH and EOS did not exert significant effect on continuance commitment of older 
and younger female employees. 
DH and EOS did not have significant effect on nomnative commitment of older 
and younger female employees. 
There is no significant effect was found on affective commitment of married and 
unmarried females. 
Insignificant effect was found on continuance commitment of married and 
unmarried females. 
Insignificant effect was found on normative commitment of married and 
unmanried females. 
DH and EOS did not have significant effect on total work commitment of 
married and unmarried females. 
DH and EOS did not have significant impact on affective commitment of high 
and low job tenure female employees. 
DH and EOS did not have significant effect on continuance commitment of high 
and low job tenure female employees. 
DH and EOS did not have significant effect on nomnative commitment of high 
and low job tenure female employees. 
DH and EOS did not have significant effect on total work commitment of high 
and low job tenure female employees. 
Further suggestions 
Further suggestions are highlighted which are as follows -
Scales for measuring daily hassles should selected only items related to work. 
Studies on daily hassles and extra-organizational stressors should be conducted 
in different organizations of the country. 
It would be better to use larger samples. 
Before using any psychological test its psychometric details (reliability, validity) 
should be intensively studied. 
If standard measuring devices are not available then adapted version should be 
used. 
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APPENDICES 
SECTION A 
Directions: Hassles are irritants that can range from minor annoyance to fairly major 
pressures, problems or difficulties. They occur few or many times. 
Listed in the following pages are a number of ways in which a person can feel 
hassled. First, circle t\^ hassles that have happened to you in the past month. Then look 
at the numbers on the right of the items you encircled. Indicate by circling a 1, 2 or 3 how 
severed each of the circled hassles has been for you in the past month. If a hassle did 
not occur in the last month do not circle it. 
SEVERITY 
1. Somewhat severe 
2. Moderately severe 
3. Extremely severe 
1. Misplacing or losing things 
2. Troublesome neightx>urs 
3. Social Obligations 
4. Health of family member 
5. Not enough money for clothing 
6. Not enough money for housing 
7. Concern about owing/ earning money 
8. Concern about getting credit 
9. Concern about money for emergencies 
10. Cutting down on etectricfty, water etc. 
11. Smoking too much 
12. Use of alcohol 
13. Personal drug of abusive drugs 
14. Too many responsibilities 
15. Non-family member living in your house 
16. Planning meals 
17. Trouble making decisions 
18. Problems getting along with fellow workers 
19. Home maintenance (inside) 
20. Concern about job security 
21. Don't like fellow workers 
22. Not enough money for basic necessities 
23. Not enough money for food 
24. Too many interruptions 
25. Having too wait 
26. Being lonely 
27. Not enough money for health care 
28. Financial security 
29. Silly practical mistake 
30. Physical illness 
31. Concern about medical treatment 
32. Physical appearance 
33. Difficulties with getting pregnant 
34. Sexual problems that results from physical problem 
35. Sexual problems other than those resulting 
from physical problem 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
36. Friends or relatives too far away 
37. Preparing meals 
38. Neighbourhood deterioration 
39. Problems on job due to being a woman 
40. Declining physical abilities 
41. Being exploited 
42. Rising prices of common goods 
43. Not getting enough rest 
44. Not getting enough sleep 
45. Problems with ageing parents 
46. Problem with your family members 
47. Difficulties seeing or hearing 
48. Burdened with family responsibilities 
49. Too many things to do 
50. Worries about decisions to change jobs 
51. Trouble with reading, writing, or spelling abilities 
52. Problems with divorce or separation 
53. Trouble with arithmetic skills 
54. Gossip 
55. Concern about weight 
56. Not enough time to do the things you need to do 
57. Menstrual (Period Problems) 
58. The weather 
59. Nightmares 
60. Hassles from boss and supervisors 
61. Difficulties with friends 
62. Not enough time for family 
63. Transpiration problems 
64. Not enough money for transformation 
65. Not enough money for entertainment and recreation 
66. Shopping 
67. Property investments or taxes 
68. Not enough time for entertainment and recreation 
69. Yard work or outside home maintenance 
70. Concern about news events 
71. Noise 
72. Crime 
73. Traffic 
74. Pollution 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
Have you missed any of your hassles? If so? Write them below as: 
75. 
SECTION B 
Please read carefully each statement and rate them from 1 to 5 as suggested below: 
If you find yourself in total agreement with the statement put 5 in the brackets. 
If you agree put 4 in the bracket. 
If undecided put 3 in the bracket. 
If you disagree put 2 in the bracket and, If you find yourself in total disagreement then 
put 1 in the bracket. 
1. The members of my femily think that I should have opted for a good job. 
2. My spouse /family remind me that my job does not can7 much social prestige. 
3. It is distressing to know people consider my job to be inadequate for the 
expression of my talent. 
4. My family members often remind me that this job is not fit for me. 
5. The member of my family often complains that I am under-paid. 
6. My family member complain that the job activities do not allow sufficient time 
for recreation. 
7. My family members try to impress upon me that I cannot achieve the objectives 
of my life through the present job. 
8. Often I go under mental tension at home due to my job. 
9. The members of my family get irritated when I do my pending job at home. 
10. Hard working people frequently appreciate the role that I play 
11.1 often realize that my jot>-relate responsibilities lead to negligence of the studies 
of my children. 
12.1 am often accused that I do not share the home responsibilities, as I should do 
13.1 feel distressed to hear that I could have earned more if I would have selected 
some other Job. 
14. The family member complains that my health is deteriorating due to my work 
overload. 
15.1 feel embarrassed by the comments of my family that I do not have the courage 
to get ahead. 
16. i do not talk about my professional colleagues at home because my family 
members consider them to be untrustworthy. 
17.1 cannot invite my colleagues at home as my family does not like them. 
18. The tension associated with my work role may be reduced if the members of my 
family happen to know my organizational duties and function. 
19. Difference between me and my family members pertaining to my work often 
leads to a difficult situation. 
20.1 do not entertain the recommendation of my near and dear ones for certain 
favours pertaining to my job and for that I have to suffer mental agony. 
21. The challenging nature of my job is not appreciated by my family members. 
22. My family members have an inversion towards my acceptance if more 
work related responsibilities. 
23. My family contributes immensely to my progress. 
24. My desire to complete the pending work at home often creates a conflicting 
situation. 
25. In order to give due importance to my family I have to forego career developing 
opportunities. 
SECTION-C 
Listed below are series of statement that represent those present possible feelings that 
individuals might have about the company or organization foe which they work. Please, 
indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement in the 
bracket ( ) provided against each statement. Response to each item is to be measured 
on a 7- point scale v\nth point lak)eled as: 
1. Strongly Disagree 1 
2. Moderately Disagree 2 
3. Slightly Disagree 3 
4. Neither Disagree nor Agree 4 
5. Slightly Agree 5 
6. Moderately Agree 6 
7. Strongly Agree 7 
1. I feel proud to being attached to my organization, (a) 
2. I feel that I would be at loss when I would be leaving this organization, (b) 
3. I have a firm conviction of not leaving In this job in his organization 
because this organization has helped me to stand on my fee. (c) 
4. I cah never think of leaving this organization even if my promotion is 
delayed, (b) 
5. Real pleasure comes to me only when I accomplish the task, (c) 
6. I live, eat and breathe my job in this organization, (a) 
7. I feel sorry and dissatisfied when I fail to utilize my utmost efforts for 
meeting the goals for this organization, (c) 
8. I don't leave the work place unless I complete my task/ work, (a) 
9. My organization is sufficiently fulfilling my needs which other organization 
cannot do. (b) 
10.1 love to work for my organization, (c) / 
11. What status I am enjoying here, I could not have found it in other 
organization, (a) 
12. Personal benefit is most important to heJp promote organization 
development, (a) 
13.1 do not delay my work because I cannot take any risk of being kicked 
out from my organization, (b) 
14.1 believe one should never over-stay in the organization at the cost 
of family affairs, (a) 
15. My organization has provided me to live with dignity on this earth. So I 
can never think to switch over to other organization/ company, (c) 
